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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII private bills and resolutions of
the following titles were introduced and severally referred as
follows:

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 12188) granting an increase
of pension to Albert Phetteplace—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: A bill (H. RR. 12189) for the relief
of W. A. White—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12190) for the relief of the widow of and
heirs at law of Monroe Arnold, deceased—to the Committee on
Claims,

Also,
heir of
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12192) for the relief of Nancy Pierson,
widow, and the heirs of John Hogue Pierson, deceased—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12193) for the relief of the heirs of James
Tandy, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 12194) for the relief of the heirs of Nancy
Senter—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 12195) granting a pension to Morinthia
Turner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12196) granting a pension to Sophronia
Beverly—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12197) granting an increase of pension to
Peter G. Brehm—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12198) granting an increase of pension to
David P. Baker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 12199) granting an increase of
pension to Martin Murray—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12200) granting an increase of pension to
Frances M. Richardson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12201) for the relief of Frank Klein—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12202) for the relief of Helen Wakefield—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12203) for the relief of the American Bis-
cuit Company, of San Francisco, Cal—to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr. PICKETT : A bill (H. R. 12204) granting an increase
of pension to Moses A. Kellum—to the Committee on Invalid
Peunsions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12205) granting a pension to Raymond P.
Snow—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PRINCE: A bill (H. R. 12206) granting an increase
of pension to Mathew G. Kennedy—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. RUCKER of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 12207) granting
a pension to James M. Finnell—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12208) granting a pension to Archibald
Spencer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12209) granting an increase of pension to
David M. Boyles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 12210) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Z. B. Fifield—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12211) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel L. Wellington—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12212) granting an increase of pension to
James P. Aney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12213) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew Kilpatrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 12214) granting a pension to Malvina Fox—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12215) granting a pension to Mary Smith—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12216) granting a pension to Mary L.
Nadean—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania : A bill (H. R. 12217) grant-
ing an increase of pension to George W. Rauch—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

a bill (H. R. 12191) for the relief of Nancy E. Wright,
Melvil Wilkerson, deceased—to the Committee on War

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. CAPRON: Papers in the claim for increase of pension
of Albert Phetteplace, United States Signal Corps—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STURGISS : Petition of Thomas R. Crittenden and 20
other citizens of Horton, W. Va., for pensions for military sery-
ices and for old age—to the Committee on Pensions.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

SENATE.
‘WebNespay, August j, 1909.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

THE PHILIPPINE TARIFF,
Mr, HEYBURN submitted the following report:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
9185) to raise revenue for the Philippine Islands, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have agrced
fo recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as
follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 2, 4, 5, T, 8§, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 19, 20, 22, 4 27 , 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36,

46, 4 , 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55,
66, 67, 68, 70, 71, 72, 73, T4, 15,
86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94,
95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109,
110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123,
124, 125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137,
138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 148, 149, 150, 151,
152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165,
166, 167, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179,
180, 181, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, and
194 ; and agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In line 9 strike out the word * therein ™
and insert in lieu thereof the words “in this act;” and the
Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In line 13 strike out the words “ of the
body of the textile;*” in line 14, after the word *“ part,” insert
the words “ of the body of the textile;” and the Senate agree
to the same,

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In line 9 strike out the word “ of,” after
the word “ by,” and insert in lieu thereof the word “or;” and
the Senate agree to the same. g

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In line 4 strike out the words “ The
same” and insert in lieu thereof the word “ Glass,” so as to
read: “ Glass, of all kinds; ™ and the Senate agree to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 69, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In line 2, page 31, strike out the comma
after the word “ plates; " in the same line strike out the word
“therefor;” and the Senate agree to the same. '

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 69, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: In line 12, after the comma after the
word “ tables,” insert the words * including balls;” in line 13
strike out the words * including balls;” and the Senate agree
to the same.

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 182, and agree to the same with
an amendment as follows: In lien of the matter inserted by
said amendment insert the following:

“ That all articles, except rice, the growth, product, or manu-
facture of the United States and its possessions, to which the
customs tariff in force in the United States is applied and upon
which no drawback of customs duties has been allowed therein,
going into the Philippine Islands, shall hereafter be admitted
therein free of customs duty when the same are shipped directly
from the country of origin to the country of destination: Pro-
vided, That direct shipment shall include shipment in bond
through foreign territory contiguous to the United States. Said
articles shall be as originally packed without having been
opened or in any manner changed in condition: Provided, hois-
ever, That if such articles shall become unpacked while en
route by accident, wreck, or other casualty, or so damaged as
to necessitate their repacking, the same shall be admitted free
of duty upon satisfactory proof that the unpacking occurred
through accident or necessity, and that the merchandise in-
volved is the identical merchandise originally shipped from the
United States or its possessions, as hereinbefore provided, and
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that its condition has not been changed except for such damage
as may have been sustained.”
And the Senate agree to the same.
. W. B. HEYBUEN,
H. C. LobGE,
AManagers on the part of the Senate.

E. J. HiLL,
- J. C. NEEDHAM,
Epwarp W. Pou,
Managers on the part of the House,

The report was agreed to.
LAWS OF ARIZONA.

The VICE-PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the secretary of the Territory of Arizona, transmit-
ting a copy of the journals of the twenty-fifth legislative assem-
bly of the Territory of Arizona, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Territories.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the Speaker of the
House had signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 6277) to authorize
the building of a dam across the Savannah River at or near the
mouth of Stevens Creek, between the counties of Edgefield,
8. C., and Columbia, Ga., and it was thereupon signed by the
Vice-President.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE-PRESIDENT presented the memorial of Henry B.
Pain, of Santa Fe, N. Mex., remonstrating against the enact-
ment of a certain law by the legislative assembly of that Ter-
ritory relating to domestic and foreign corporations doing busi-
ness in that Territory, which was referred to the Committee on
Territories.

Mr. DEPEW presented a petition of J. B. Griffith Division,
No. 533, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, of East Buffalo,
N. Y., praying for the passage of the so-called * boiler inspec-
tion” and “full crew ” bills, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce,

He also presented a memorial of sundry lace manufacturers
of New York City, N. Y., remonstrating against the free ad-
mission of Lever and Gothrough lace machines to January,
1011, as provided in paragraph 197 of the pending tariff bill,
which was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. OLIVER presented a petition of the Amalgamated Asso-
ciation of Iron, Steel and Tin Workers of New Castle, Pa.,
praying that an investigation be made of the industrial condi-
tions in the steel mills and car shops of western Pennsylvania,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

PRELIMINARY EXAMINATIONS AND SURVEYS.

Mr. SMOOT. I am directed by the Committee on Printing,
to whom was referred the joint resolution (8. J. R. 16) au-
thorizing the printing of reports upon preliminary examinations
and surveys, and so forth, to report it favorably without
amendment, and I ask for its present consideration.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. CULBERSON. Let it be read at length.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the joint
resolution.

The Secretary read the joint resolution; and there being no
objection, the Senate, as in Commitiee of the Whole, proceeded
to its consideration. It provides that at any time prior to the
assembling of Congress in December, 1909, all reports of pre-
liminary examinations and surveys heretofore authorized by
Congress that may be prepared and ready for printing shall, in
the discretion of the Secretary of War, be printed by the Pub-
lic Printer as documents of the Sixty-first Congress.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amenrdment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. BEVERIDGE:

A bill (8. 3095) to create a tariff commission; to the Com-
mittee on Finance,

By Mr. BRIGGS :

A Dbill (8. 3096) to extend to the port of Thompsons Point, in
the district of Bridgeton, N. J., the privilege of immediate
transportation without appraisement of dutiable merchandise;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. PERKINS:

A bill (8. 3097) for the relief of Douglas C. McDougal; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DEPEW :

A bill (8. 3098) providing for the adjudication of the claim
of Walston H. Brown, sole surviving partner of the firm of
Brown, Howard & Co., by the Court of Claims; to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. BULKELEY : .

A bill (8. 3099) granting a pension to Mary A. Medley (with
accompanying papers) ; and

A Dbill (8. 3100) granting an increase of pension to George
E. Worcester (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. DIXON:

A bill (8. 3101) providing for the establishment of a bureau
of mines in the Department of the Interior; to the Committee
on Mines and Mining.

A bill (8. 3102) to establish a new judicial distriet in the
State of Montana ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

WAGES IN GEEMANY.

Mr. BRIGGS. I present a letter from William Burgess, of
Trenton, N. J., vice-president of the United States Potters’ As-
sociation, which I ask may be printed in the Rucorp.

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

THE UNITED STATES POTTERS’' ASSOCIATION,
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE,
T'renton, N. J., July 3, 1909.
Hon. FrRAXE O. BriGas,
Washington, D. C.

My DeAr SENATOR: Senate Document No. T4, * Wages paid in Ger-
many,” contains certain references to me, by name, in connection with
the subject of china and pottery wares, contradicting statements and
%‘limm presented by me to the Committees on Ways and Means and on

nance.

I would not ask your indulgence nor encroach upon your time, but
for the fact that the German statement comes clothed with the dignity
of an official communication from the Imperial Government of Ger-
many, and thus officially attacks the veracity of the statements made
by me while standing as the mouthpiece and representative of a great
American industry before the two official committees of our Government.

I have before me only the brief summary of the report as printed in
Document No. 74, but from what is contained therein I should judge the
full report to be a statement compiled by the German manufacturers,
who are deeply Interested in continuing the control of the American
market, to the same extent, at least, as they have controlled it in the
past. I hesitate to use words to fittingly describe such an audacious
attempt to mislead and influence the lawmakers of a country other
than their own.

They do not confine themselves to giving misleading figures as to the
cost of production in their own country, but go out of the way to
try to show that my English figures are * faulty "—the English manu-
facturers have never guestioned the accuracy of sald figures. They
would lead one to believe that the American potteries were built on
“ free land,” with large cash bonuses, whereas most of the American

tteries are built on land as valuable as the average of any such
actories bullt anywhere In the world, They state that many of the
factories are run on * natural gas " at 10 cents per 1,000 feet, whereas
the gas, where used, is metered and costs as much as the finest Pitts-
burg coal. The question is, What has all this to do with the cost of
mklnﬂ pottery in Germany ?

I will not attempt to point cut all the false statements made in this
report, but will point to a few as illustrative of every one made.

The facts presented by me to the Ifouse and Senate commitiees were
secured from personal first-hand information gathered during four sep-
arate trips of investigation abroad; from men who have been or are at
present proprietors or managers of factories in Germany ; from German
official reports and records: from technical and trade papers; from the
“ English board of trade inquiry into the cost of living and wages in
Germany ; " and from the report of Mr. C. AL PepcPcr. the United States
special agent of the Department of Commerce and Labor.

As an example, on page 4 the statement is made that “ in only a few
parts of the country women and girls are permitted by law to work at
the kilns or at dipping.” Beside my own observation to the contrary,
Mr. Pepper, in his report of November 24, 1008, states: * They (fe-
males) are also quite generally employed at the ovens or kilns, placing
the pleces in the saggers. * * * The proportion of females varies
greatly, according to the nature of the goods manufactured and the lo-
cation of the factory. In some places the proportion is 50 per cent
and in others not more than 10 or 15 per cent. In textile districts the
pottery factories have few, as they prefer to work in the textiles."

Again, the statement is made that * the data presented by Mr. Bur-
gess relates to conditions in Sonneberg distriet, which is quite unim-

ortant as far as tableware is concerned.” Our government import
ggures for 1908 show that out of a total import of china and pottery
from Germany of $3,287,267, the consular district of Cober-Sonneberg
reported $2,204,000, not so “ unimportant " as it might seem. My only
reference to Sonneberg figures was to quote the report of the Sonneberg
Chamber of Commerce, to show that the figures quoted by me were much
higher than the figures of this report.

An examination of any of the figures reportinf; wage earnings will

n

show how the figures of this wage report are inflated. Just a few
examples :
|
Branch. |German Pepper. | Burgess. A;’:;f:“
Jigger man e % ] $8.00 $6.72 $6.78 £33.30
D T e S R S e e el 7.50 5.76 5.76 20.00
RO e e e 4.60 3.46 3.28 9.00
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As to the cost of materials, the fizures given are in e ease the

very
prices of the very highest class materials, including the largest freight:

charges., For example: .

Coal : German report, $6.25. The published lprlces last autumn were
from $2.93 to £G.20. My figures were $3.69, being the value of the coal
on the average in the proportion generally used of each kind.

Clay : German report, $16.50. The trade quotations of various kinds
of clay ran from $4.75 to $14.87 per ton, f. 0. b. cars.

Plecework prices: On Bagvs 20 a single example will be eno 3

Cuspidor spittoons: The German figures for forming or making price
are 70.7 cenis per dozen; my figures are 12 cents. Now, th
making cost of pottery ware is about one-fifth the total
would make the total cost, according to my fizures, about 60 cents, and,
according to the German figures, about $3. Now, the proof of the
gross inaccuracy is the fact that these goods are entered at the port of
New York, decorated, at less than $1 per dogzen. Comment is unneces-
Sary.

When the Ssuggestion is made that the American potter Is more
efficient than is the German potter, with his advantages derived from
the government technical schools and reared under the strict discipline
proverbial throughout Germany; when the suggestion is made that the
American potter may work longer than his German brother; when the
claim is made that clerks, bookkeepers, engineers, directors, and so forth,
are pald as high as, or higher wages than in America, I feel that the
mere statement displays such gross lgnorance in these matters of eom-
mon knowledge as to render the entire report unworthy of considera-
tion, and reveals the absurdity, as well as the andacity, of the whole
attempt to *“butt in™ on onr tarif making,

The last statement made in the summary is as follows : “ The selling
prices of German goods (pottery) are 76.03 per ecent of the prices pre-
vailing in the United States.” This is certainly a most astonishin,
statement, whether taken from a wholesale or retail point of view. - I
means that If certain goods can be pure in Germany for $76.53,
the same can be purchased when landed in the United States at $100.
How is this possible? If you add to the $76.53 the duty, (0 per cent;
expenses to d, 10 per c¢ent; and, say, as small a gross profit as 10
per cent, you find the goods cost in thls country $134.75. If, however,
the goods pay a duty on one-third their value, and an allowance be
made of 10 per cent for expenses and one-half per cent of profit, the
result will be as stated, $100.

I notice that the heading on Gpsge 19 of the summary reads, “ Protest
against the imputation that German importers of pottery are under-
valuing their goods,” but I see no explanation given for the great
difference in the German e rt fizures of pottery ware and the United
s[mtes import figures covering the same goods and the same period of
time :

German export figures to the United States for 1007_____ - $8,171, 500
American import figures from Germany for 1907 3, 585, 580

The German consul-general at New York explained that this differ-
ence arose from the German method of arriving at export values.

The facts are that in arriving at these figures inquiry is made by
the imperial burean of statistics into the total value of the pottery
product as compared with Jits weight., The year's output by weight
and by value is obtained from manufaeturers, merchants, and cham-
bers of commerce throughout Germany, and the average is fi and
an average unit of value by weight is established. It is not exact as
to an individual article, but is very accurate as an average. This
unit of value was settled for the year 1907 to be 165 marks per 100
kilos, or 220 pounds.

Being unable to explain the great difference in the above figures,
th;e rlmt 1;Ialt ﬁiot('}emmentn_ﬁa found a lﬁl e:]mtt oé Igle dg.lﬂcuéty. as
set for n the German e paper, publis at Coberg, the Sprech-
saal, March 18, 1909, as follows: »

“The imperial bureau of stati$tics has published that the unit of
class No. T33¢ (china tableware) is 98 marks 100 kilos. It is need-
less to say that this value is correct, as it bas been confirmed by the ex-
perts of the bureau after they found the former figure of 1 marks
was erroneous. * * * The fact that the imperial bureau of statistics
publishes a new figure for the unit value just at this time, while tariff
revision is going on in the United States is significant in so far as it
shows that the Imperial Government pays a great deal of attention to
the events in on. The German china industry ean therefore
rest assured that their Interest is well looked after by the Im
Government and their representatives in Washington. * * °

The above method is surely an way of “ squaring " their figures
with ours and of keeping on * doing business at the old stand.”

Is it to the interest of the German manufacturer and the German
chamber of commerce, upon whom the German Government must depend
for such information, to make statements and to give facts and figures
upon which they know thei' will be adversely affected? The follo
quotttation will fully and clearly set forth their attitude toward su
matters :

“The definite purpose to evade the Pnyment of duty on the basis pre-
scribed by our tariff law is clearly indicated by the following quotations
from an address made at a large commercial gathering in Berlin in
October, 1905, by the chairman of the meeting, one of the largest and
most reputable merchants of Germany, the address being made behind
closed doors, but was afterwards read before all the chambers of com-
merce of the realm:

““ ADDRESS AT BERLIN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

“iAg a fact the United Btates is not dependent for its existence u
the collection of duties, and it can afford to allow the fall oﬂ! of
revenues in this direction for what they claim * the general good.”
From this standpoint it is clear that in the administration of the tariff
is concealed the power and purpose to make the en of certain com-

ting artieles as difficult as possible, and to earry this out the United

tates Government agenis resort to the meanest and smallest measures.

“¢The first of these is the certification of the invoices by consular
officers stationed in various districts of the Empire. Second, the inves-
tigations by customs officials as to the correctness of statements in the
invoices, which have not the force or effect of an oath in the German
Empire. Third, the reexamination in cases where there is reason to
dqut values by agents of their Treasury Department; and fourth, by
the high penalties added for undervaluation. Naturally we all admit
that an actual swindle is incorrect in any business transaection, but
“ undervaluation ™ should not be treated as such unless positively
proved. However, ro such elasticity is to be found in the minds of
American eustoms officials, who treat “ undervaluation,” as they ecall it,
as frandulent, and they at once apply the usual penalties. Our goods
have heen exported to England and the United States at lower prices
than those for the home market, and there have been more or less low

| burdensome to anyone.

values for the States, and in some ecases what would be there termed
“fraud.” and such are the conditions at the present time.

gt rket value,” as defined under American law, is the wholesale
price at the time of export, and our trouble lies in having two sets of
¥rices, one for export and the other for home trade. We have to resort
0 a division of shipments under the so-called * $100 clause” to keep
oui* matters secret, save fees, and avold control on that side.

“ ¢ Declarations in invoices compelling all sorts of statements as to
how the goods were obtained, whether by purchase or otherwise,values in
detail, and charges of every character are the crowning point in the
l'll'!'ing curiosity practiced under the Ameriean customs laws.

“*These things all ledd to abuses, and we are promised that the
means of gaining information through American consuls and agents
will be shut off. Our boards of trade are fully awake to the dan-ers
that surround us, and In making every effort to close the doors against
this abuse they are hoping for the whole support of the Government

“ ¢ Beperience has taught that the wcorkings of paragraph 8 of the
Dingley tarviff has not fulfilled the purpose for which it was created,
but, on the contrary, the information gaincd under this regulation con-
cerning costs o; production has been so0 defective that {n many cases
it has Deen mislcading, because through the prudence of our officialz e
have taken care that investigations of this character shall throw little
light upon the actual value of their consignments,

“*In many cases trouble has been avoided by having invoices con-
sulated remote from districts in which the goods are manufactured,
but we must follow up this whole question as to the rights of consular
and other officers to pry into our business for the sole purpose of keep-
ing out our merchandise, and in this we are assured of the cordial sup-
port of our Government. Such treatment on the part of American
oflicials and the cause for it is plain, and now that concessions must be
made t?' the American Government, if we stand together firmly as a
body, aided and supported by our board of trade, we ean bring about a
change that will be of untold benefit to our American export trade.
{!?3% eaal;: before the Committee on Ways and Means February 23,

. . 34,

“The above qguotation indieates the attitude of the German ex-
porters, their consciences being clear of any offense or wrong in thus
evading our tariff laws.

* “ Respectfully,
) “ WiILLIAM BURGESS,
“ YVice-President United States Potters® Association”

TARIFFS ON SUGAR.

Mr. DICK. I present a paper prepared by Truman G. Palmer,
which deals with the sugar tariffs of the United States from
1789 to 1909, together with certain data concerning the Dutch
standard of color. I move that the paper be printed as a docu-
ment (8. Doc. No. 151).

The motion was agreed to.

JAPANESE SUBSIDIES.

Mr., FRYE, I present a paper, together with a letter from
the Commissioner of the Bureau of Navigation, Department of
Commerce and Labor, relative to the Japanese law of subsidies
for transoceanic steamship lines, passed April, 1909, and to
take effect January 1, 1910. I move that the paper be printed
as a document (8. Doe. No. 152).

The motion was agreed to.

CORPORATE SURETYSHIP,

Mr. JONES. I ask leave to have printed in the Recorp a
telegram from J. H. Shively, insurance commissioner of the
State of Washington, relating to corporate suretyship, and also
a letter from John P. Hartman, a citizen of Seattle, regard-
ing the same subject. I will state that I have received a great
many letters of similar import.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the request will
be granted.

The matter referred to is as follows:

OLYMPIA, WaASIL, August 1, 1909.
Hon. WESLEY JONES,

United States Senate, Washington, D. (.:

Having jurisdiction over insurance matters in my State, I respect-
fully inform you that at the annual meeting last August the question
relating to corporate suretyship, mainly those under diseussion at Wash-
ington, were taken up and a_committee appointed to bring in report for
our joint action at Colorado Springs next month. I desire to suggest that
two or more congressional or dej ental representatives be appointed
to act with our association. The licenses of all surety eompanies originate
with us as to state rights. Concurrent action by federal representa-
tives will settle all questions regarding needed state and federal action,
both as to rates and terms of Mability. 'Therefore request that further
action be postponed until next session of Congress, in order that joint
committees may have time to report.

J. H. SHIVELY,
Commissioner of Insurance.

My Dpar SexaTor: I am informed by ome of the surety companies
that a bill is now ding before the Senate providing that the Gov-
ernment itself shall fix the amount of the fee or preminm which em-
ployees of the Government shall pay for obtaining bonds for faithful
conduct. I have been asked to express an opinion regarding the merits
of the bill and otherwise,

It seems to me that this bill should not pass. The bond rate is ex-
ceedingly low now, and has been made so Y competition, and is not

In fact, it is moch lower than anyone else is

paying.

%he bonding companies are not public-service corporations. There-
fore it oceurs to me that Congress has no right to determine the eom-
pensation that shall be paid to the corporation for a service to an indl-
vidual. Therefore, in this res , the act would seem to me to Le
unconstitutional. If the rate charged by the bonding companies shounld
become exorbitant or unconscionable, then we have adequate remedies,

“d
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Lecause the courts will relieve from an unconsclonable contract. This
condition does not exist, however.

1 am quite clear that after you have studied the matter you will feel
that the I am not entirely informed, but believe

i1l ought not to pass,
it has passed the House.

ours, very truly,
Hon, WEsSLEY L. JoNES,
Washington, D. C.
BRIDGES OVER NAVIGABLE WATERS,

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed and
the Chair lays before the Senate the conference report upon the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on House bill 1438,

Mr. SIMMONS obtained the floor.

Joux P, HARTMAN,

Mr. FRYE. I am very anxious to have passed the omnibus
bridge bill with Senate amendments. It will take but a few
moments.

Mr. SIMMONS. I will yield to the Senator,

Mr. FRYHE. Will the Senator yield that I may ask the Senate
to consider it?

Mr. SIMMONS,. Certainly.

AMr, FRYE. I ask the Senate to proceed to the consideration
of the bill (II. R. 11572) to authorize the construction, main-
tenance, and operation of various bridges across and over cer-
tain navigable waters, and for other purposes. All the items of
the bill have been approved by the War Department.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Commerce with amendments.

The first amendment was, on page 5, line 9, after the word
“qnear,” to strike out the name “ Hundley ” and insert “ Red-
dings Ferry,” so as to make the clause read:

The county of Bradley, in the State of Arkansas, is hereby author-
ized to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto
across the Saline River, at a point sunitable to the interests of naviga-
tion, at or near Reddings Ferry, in the State of Arkansas.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 6, after line 21, to insert:

The Minneapolis, 8t. Paul and Sault Ste, Marie Railway Company, a
railway corporation organized under the laws of the States of Michigan,
Wisconsin, Minnesota, and North Dakota, its successors or assigns, are
herechy authorized to build a rnllwa¥ bridge across the Mississippl River
from a point on the east bank of said river to a point on the west bank
of said river, all in the northeast quarter of the northeast quarter of

section 27, township 49 north, range 25 west, in the county of Aitkin,
State of Minnesota.

Mr. FRYE. After the word * River,” in line 2, T move to
insert the words “at a point suitable to the interests of navi-
gation.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The next amendment was, on page 7, after line 6, to insert:

Willilam G. Tait and his assigns are hereby authorized to comstruct,
maintain, and operate a bridge and a!)%oacbes thereto across the
Okanogan River at Omak, in the State o ashington.

Mr. FRYE. After the word * River,” in line 9, I move to
insert “at a point suitable to the interests of navigation.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BURTON. Another slight amendment should be made
in line 9. After the word “at” and before the word “ Omalk,”
the words “or near ” should be inserted.

Mr. FRYE. I have no objection to that amendment to the
amendment.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr. FRRYE. I also move the following amendment.

The Secrerary. It is proposed to insert, after line 10, on
page T:

The Chicago and Western Indiana Railroad Company, a corporation
organized under the laws of the State of Illinols, its successors and
assigns, are hereby authorized to construct, maintain, and operate a
bascule bri and approaches thereto across and over the Calumet
River to replace the present brld%e of the Chicago and Western Indiana
Rallroad Company, at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, in
the northwest quarter of section 30, in township 37 north, range 15
east, of the third principal meridian, in the city of Chicago, county of
Cook, and State of Illinois.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to
be read a third time.

The bill was read the third time and passed.

TENNESSEE RIVER LOCK AND DAM,

Mr. BURTON. I ask the Senator from North Carolina to
yield, that I may call up a bill which will take only a moment.

Mr. SIMMONS. Very well

Mr. BURTON, T ask unanimous consent for the present con-

sideration of the bill (II. It. 11579) to amend an act relative to
the erection of a lock and dam in aid of navigation in the Ten-
nessee Liiver,

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported
from the Committee on Commerce with an amendment, on page
1, line 6, after the word “ approved,” to strike out “ March ™ and
insert “April,” so as to make the bill read:

Be it enacted, ete., That the act of Congress entitled “An act to en-
able the Secretary of War to permit the erection of a lock and dam in
aid of navigation in the Tennessee River near Chattanooga, Tenn., and
for other purposes,” approved April 26, 1904, and amended by an act
approved January 7, 1905, be, and the same is hereby, amended as
follows : Strike out in line 4 of section 2 of the act of April 26, 1904,
after the word * act,” the following words: “And the same shall be
completed within four years from the date of beginning the construc-
tion"” and insert in place thereof the words: “And the same shall be
completed within six years from the date of beginning the comstruction,
O}'l Wif‘llin such time in excess thereof as the Becretary of War may
allow. .

Mr. BURTON. The amendment is merely to correct a clerical
error., -

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendment was concurred in.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to
be read a third time. ;

The bill was read the third time and passed.

TIIE TARIFF,

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committes of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes,

Mr. SIMMONS. Mrpr. Président, before the panic of 1907,
while the country was on the crest of a wave of unexampled
prosperity, there began to be heard from one end of the country
to the other mutterings against the Dingley tariff. It was de-
nounced because of its inequalities and injustice. It was stig-
matized as oppressing the many in the interest of the few.
These denunciations were not confined to Democrats. They
came from Republicans as well—from protectionists as well as
from antiprotectionists. The public clamor against this Repub-
lican enactment was so ingistent, so aggressive, so general and
widespread, that it could not be ignored. In response to if, in
the summer of 1908, both political parties in their national con-
ventions promised to amend and revise that Iaw so as 1o meet
these complaints of the people. The verdict of the election was
against the method of revision proposed by the Democratic party,
and we need not consider that plan in determining the question
whether this bill is such a revision as the people have a right to
expect. A majority of the people voted in favor of a revision by
the Republican party, and the question is, Does this bill comply
with the pledge for revision upon which that party was elected?

Up to the time of the Chicago convention in 1908 there had
been no official and authoritative definition by the Republican
party of its doctrine of protection. At one time that doctrine
was given one construction and at another time a slightly dif-
ferent construction. One element of that party construed it to
mean one thing and another element construed it to mean a dif-
ferent thing. In practice it had frequently been applied so as
to foster and promote the interests of the few at the expense of
the many. To meet the complaints and remedy the abuses which
had grown out of this loose construction, the Chicago convention
in 1908, in response to the demand of the Republican voters of
the country, defined with reasonable precision what protection
meant, or, to speak more accurately, declared what measure of
protection the Republican party was willing to accord to the
industries of the country, That platform declared protection
to mean the difference between the cost of produection here and
abroad plus a reasonable profit to the domestic producer. That
definition is as much a part of the Republican tariff pledge of
1908 as the promise of revision itself. Whether the Republican
promise of revision was a promise to revise downward or up-
ward depends upon whether the Dingley rates conform to that
definition or not. If the Dingley rates exceed the rates pre-
seribed in that definition, the platform pledge was for a down-
ward revision, and if the rates fixed in this bill exceed the
measure preseribed by this definition, it is not the revision the
people voted for and directed their Representatives in Congress
to make. The pledge for revision is positive and unequivocal.
The rule which is to control in making this revision is specific—
almost exact. If there is any uncertainty, it is contained in the
terms “ reasonable profits,” and that is a legal phrase which is
fairly well understood. It has often been used in our statutes—
both state and national—and it has frequently received judicial
interpretation. So that it may be said in fair intendment there
is no doubt or uncertainty as to the degree of protection which
the majority in Congress are authorized to vote to the produe-
tive industries of the country.
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If this definition, which is an essential part of the pledge, is
binding, then there was nothing for the majority to do except
to find the facts with respect to cost of production of the items
in the act of 1807, which are the subject of revision, and apply
them. When the people devolved upon the Congress the duoty
of finding and applying these facts, they imposed upon it the
duty of instituting an impartial and thorough inguiry as to
those facts by methods calculated to elicit the truth to such
a degree of certainty that would justify a man of ordinary
prudence in acting upon in a matter involving his own per-
sonal affairs. If it should be conceded that the majority
have made honest effort to apply the rule prescribed in their
platform, it is obvious to every thoughtful man that the
methods employed for ascertaining the facts with respect to
the cost of production of the articles involved in this revision
have not been of such a character as to inspire the confidence
of the people in the correctness of their conclusions. As to the
cost of production abroad there has been no investigation
worthy of the name. The same is true to a less extent perhaps
as to the investigations respecting the cost of production in this
country. It is a matter of common knowledge here and in the
country that the committees of both Houses have gotten the
facts upon which they have acted almest entirely from the
manufacturers or producers of the articles revised. A large
part of this testimony coming from these interested witnesses
was not delivered under the sanction of an oath. It came in
the form of letters, briefs, and unverified statements. Some
of it has been hearsay and much of it mere conjecture. Nearly
all of it relating to the cost of production abroad has been what
the law books and writers call “ hearsay ' Scarcely any of it
would be competent in an ordinary court of justice. The con-
sumer at whose demand and in whose interest this revision was
ordered can not be said to have beenn heard at all. The utter
unreliability of the evidence upon which the committees have
acted in these great matters affecting vital interests of
80,000,000 of people has been made a matter of jest, not only
in the press of the country but among the Senators and Repre-
sentatives in Congress. We bave had many illustrations of the
utter unreliability of this testimony during the progress of this
bill through the Senate. I have in mind now one of those
instances. When the committee had acted in fixing the duty
on razors upon certain signed statements of the manufacturers
of razors as to the cost of their manufacture here and abroad,
it developed in the course of the discussion upon this floor that
the scale of wages which was furnished the committee in a
signed statement of these manufacturers was about 100 per
cent too high on the one hand and about 100 per cent too low
on the other hand. Senators on the other side of the Chamber
may be satisfied with this sort of investigation and testimony,
but I make bold to say the people are not and will not be
satisfied with it. There is not a Senator here who does not know
that the so-called “hearings” have been nothing more than
representations of interested manufacturers, and there are few
of them, if any, who do not believe that so far as eliciting the
truth is concerned they have been a farce—a miserable, wretched
farce.

Mr. President, formerly I bad not regarded with much favor
the establishment of any tariff commission, but without finally
committing myself I wish to gay in this connection that the de-
velopments during the discussion of the last two months have
led me to look with greater favor upon the proposition for a
commission or board to ascertain the facts on which the sched-
ules of the tariff should be framed. Whether the tariff is to be
framed on the principle of a tariff for revenue or for protection
it is equally necessary that the representatives of the people
should have definite and reliable information, and I am led to
believe that such reliable information can be best obtained by a
body of carefully selected men specially commissioned to in-
vestigate and find tentatively at least the basis for adjustment
of tariff duties. Without abrogating any of his responsibility,
or abandoning any of his privileges, or shirking any of his du-
ties or functions, ‘every Senator and every Representative in
dealing with the tariff measure, it would seem, should welcome
correct and reliable information obtained by men specially se-
lected for that purpose,

Again, Mr. President, I assert when the people commanded
the majority in this body to revise the tariff and prescribed the
rule by which they were to be governed in making that revision,
it was a command to revise according to that rule; not a few
scattered and haphazardly selected items, but every item in the
Dingley law which is carried forward and retained in this bill.
When the people declared that our present tariff laws should be
revised so as to limit the protection accorded our industries to
the difference in the cost of production, they did not refer to a
few select articles or items of the old law, but to all of the

dutiable items in that law, and by every reasonable intendment

it is an instruetion to apply that rnle not to the products of
one industry in the country, but to the products of all of the
protected industries.

There are something like 4,000 items in the Dingley bill.
Eight hundred and forty-seven of them have been changed—re-
vised, if you please. I do not admit that these 847 items have
been revised according to the rule prescribed in the platform.
On the contrary, I assert they have not been so revised. But,
for the sake of argument, admit that they have, and still there
are left 3,000 or more items that have not been touched.
Among them are hundreds upon hundreds of vital import to the
people notoriously top-heavy with overprotection. Strikingly
conspicuous among them may be mentioned the items in the
wool, glass, and metal schedules. It is idle to say that hun-
dreds of these untouched duties do not exceed the difference in
the cost of production here and elsewhere. What right had the
Finance Committee, what right had the majority in this Senate,
to say, and act upon that conclusion, that the Republican plat-
form pledge was not binding as to these 3,000 unrevised items
as well as to these 847 revised items, and that the demand of
the people does not apply to them? But that is what they have
done. In the partial revision of the Dingley bill, covered by
847 amendments made by the Senate and House, the pretense
of revision of the tariff has been little, if any, better than a
farce, except as to certain raw materials reduced or placed upon
the free list for the benefit of protected manufacturers and
trusts,

I may be wrong, but my own notion of the duty of revision,
in the conditions under whiclh we are acting, in view of the
complaints of the people, embracing nearly every schedule in
the bill against excessive protection, especially those carrying
high duties upon the necessaries of life, required the committee
to take the act of 1897 and select the articles upon which the
rates seemed to be higher than is justified under the rule under
which it was acting and to institute a proper inquiry into the
facts.  Instead of that it proceeded in a haphazard sort of
way, taking up an item here and there, some of them inconse-
quential, while refusing even to consider items of the greatest
importance affecting the whole people, many of which furnished
in part the basis of the widespread complaint which led to the
promise of revision by this special session of Congress. But let
that pass. Conceding for the sake of the argument that the
committee was right in picking out an item here and there and
increasing or reducing the duty as in their judgment they
thought proper, I think there is nobody in this body who be-
lieves, and I doubt whether there are many people in the coun-
try who believe, that in making this partial revision there has
been any serious attempt either on the part of the committee
or the Congress to ascertain the facts with reference to the dif-
ference in the cost of production and to regulate the duties
fixed upon these articles by that standard. In some instances
the duties, already below the standard prescribed, have been
reduced still lower. In other instances duties already above
the standard have been raised still higher. In other cases
duties above the standard have been reduced without bringing
them down to the level it prescribed; while others, already
practically prohibitive, have been made more prohibitive, if not
absolutely so. Still other prohibitive duties have been reduced
without going below the point of practical prohibition, with the
result that the bill as now presented to the Senate earries some
duties below either the protective or revenue basis, while hun-
dreds of them enormously exceed the difference in the cost of
production here and abroad, and are greater than the total
value of the foreign article laid down in our own ports.

Some of the reductions of the bill are where the duties are
below the average, and where the duties are excessive and pro-
hibitory the reductions have been so slight as not to interfere
with monopoly and extortion, either by reducing the profits of
the manufacturer or by cheapening the price to the consumer.
In effect, these reductions are a mere knocking off a part of the
surplus of protection, leaving all that is useful to the producer.
A majority of the people may be in faver of the protection de-
scribed in the Republican platform, but I deny that a majority,
or any considerable percentage, even of the Republican party,
favor the kind of protection provided for in this bill. As an
illustration of excessive duties, take the item on wool valued at
not more than 40 cents a pound. Of that commodity, in 1907, 3
pounds were imported of the value of 33 cents per pound. The
tariff duty is 33 cents—being the actual value of the article—
and then 50 per cent in addition. The specific duty equals the
total value of the article laid down in New York, and then the
committee adds to that 50 per cent ad valorem.

Take the item of yarn made of wool valued at not more than
30 cents per pound; of that 81 pounds, of the value of 26 cents
per pound, were imported, showing that the duty is absolutely
prohibitive; and the duty is 274 cents per pound—being 1%
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* cenis more than the full value of the article—and 40 per cent
ad valorem in addition.

Wearing apparel, in the woolen schedule, bears an average duty
of about 80 per cent. In this country we make $355,000,000
worth of this wearing apparel, while there is imported only
$141,000 worth of it, showing that this duty is practically pro-
hibitive; and yet, Mr. President, with the declaration of the
Republican platform ringing in their ears, the Finance Com-
mittee refused even so much as to consider the question of
reducing a single item in that schedule.

On woolen cloths the duty on the finer varieties is 71 per
cent, and on the cheaper qualities 107 per cent. The duty on
cheap woolen cloth is 50 per cent higher than on the finer
qualities. There is an obvious discrimination against the plain
people of the country, against the people at whose demand this
revision is being made and in whose interest it was supposed to
be. Why should these cloths pay a duty of more than the en-
tire cost abroad? Under the duty of 107 per cent the cost in
our market is more than twice the cost in the foreign markets,
where similar goods are purchased. If the effect of the pro-
tective tariff were, as its advocates contend that it should be,
to reduce, through domestic competition, the prices of pro-
tected products, there would be no occasion for such a high duty,
which allows the manufacturers to put the price up much
higher than the difference in cost of production; indeed, allow-
ing the manufacturer to charge double the cost of the material
and also double the cost of the labor.

On fine flannels the tariff is 86 per cent, while on cheap flan-
nels it is 165 per cent. If a piece of this flannel costs abroad
$5, there would be a duty on it of $8.30, making its cost here
$13.30, in addition to the tramsportation charges. Why should
our plain people who use these low-grade flannels have to pay
itwice their value—and if the manufacturers do not charge twice
their value, what is the reason for keeping these high duties
on the foreign article?

Of cloths of wool of the value of from 40 cents to 70 cents
per pound we impeorted 295,766 pounds. The value abroad was
$188,017. The duty, the cash paid to the United States Treasury
on the importations, was $224,507. Fhe cash paid to the foreign
manufacturer being $188,917, the importer paid in cash $413,514,
in addition to the cost of transportation. These goods cost
abroad 513 cents per pound, and here they cost $1.38.

In the woolen schedule there are 29 articles the duty on which
runs over 100 per cent.

Now, to go a little more into detail, wool knit fabrics (not
wearing apparel)—I am reading now, Mr. President, from the
paragraphs of this bill brought forward from the Dingley law,
not one of which has been changed—wool knit fabries (not
wearing apparel) valued at not more than 40 cents per pound
are taxed under the present law at 141 per cent, and under
this bill at 141 per cent; importations amounting to only $1 and
the tax to $1.41. On these fabries, valued at above 70 cents
per pound—ithat is, on the finer quality—the duty under the
present law is 95.67 per cent; under this bill the same—95.67
per cent. The duty upon the finer grades of this fabric is more
than 45 per cent lower than upon the cheaper grades.

Plushes, valued at mot over 40 cents per pound, are taxed
under the present law 141.78 per cent; under this bill the same,
141.78 per cent. The duty is prohibitory, importations amount-
ing to only $32 and the tax to $45.37. The duty on plushes
valued over 70 cents a pound is 95.33 per cent in the present
law and is the same in this bill.

So, Mr. President, we have here again, with reference to
plushes, the same discrimination against the poorer classes of
people, the duty on the lower grades of plushes being about 40
per cent higher than on the finer grades of plushes.

Wool, hair of goat, alpaca, and so forth, and other manufac-
tures, valued at not more than 40 cents a pound, upon which the
present and the proposed duty is the same—140.55 per cent—im-
portations being, in round numbers, $11,000 and the tax $15,000.
Valued-at above 70 cents per pound, the duty is 79.44 per cent
under the present law and in this bill. The importations show
that the duties on both grades are practically prohibitive, but
constituting and emphasizing a discrimination against the
poorer classes of people. The duty is 60 per cent higher on the
lower than on the higher grades.

Cloths, woolen and worsted, valued at not more than 40 cents
per pound, being the cloths worn by the poorer people, are taxed
under the present law 140.55 per cent and the same under this
bill., This duty is practically prohibitive, importations amount-
ing, in round numbers, to only $27,000 and the tax to $37,000.
These same cloths, valued at above 70 cents per pound, are duti-
able under the present law aund in this bill at only 9432 per
cent, the duty on these cloths used by the better-to-do people
being about 40 per cent lower than on those used by the poorer
classes.

Woolen blankets over 3 yards in length, valued at not over
40 cents per pound, pay the same duty under the present law
and in this bill—165.42 per cent. These are the blankets nsed
by the poorer people. Blankets used by the better fo do,
valued at more than 70 cents per pound, carry a duty under
the present law of 10455 per cent and in this bill of 104.55
per cent. The amount of importations show that the duties
on both grades are prohibitive, but the tax on cheap blankets
is about 61 per cent higher than on costlier blankets,

Wool flannels for underwear, valued at not more than 40 cents
per pound, are taxed under the present law 143.67 per cent
and in this bill 143.67 per cent, the importations being $24 and
the tax $34.48. Finer flannels for underwear, valued at above
70 cents per pound, are taxed under the present law S6.37 per
cent and under this bill the same, the duty on the cheaper
grades being 57 per cent higher than on the higher grades.

Paragraph 376. Wool dress goods for women and children,
cotton warp and wool, not above 70 cents per pound, pay 115.53
per cent under the present law and the same in this bill. These
goods, valued at above 70 cents per pound, pay a duty under
the present law and in this bill of 92.61 per cent. Both duties
are practically prohibitory, but the tax is 22 per cent higher
on the coarser than on the finer grades.

On wool waste, ete., the present ad valorem equivalent duty
is 118.32 per cent, which remains the same in this bill, the duty
being practically prohibitive, as is shown by importations of
only $19, upon which a tax of $22.50 is paid.

The same thing is true in regard to woolen hair. On woolen
hair advanced by process of manufacture, valued at not more
than 40 cents per pound, the present ad valorem equivalent
duty is 149 per cent, and the present bill makes no change,
although it is prohibitory, importations amounting to only #1,
and the tax to $1.49.

Mats, rugs. etc., for floors, are dutiable under the present
law at 114.66 per cent, and under this bill at 114.60 per cent..
The duty as shown by importations amounted to only $3, and,
of course, is prohibitive.

Carpets. There are 11 grades of earpets enumerated in this
paragraph. The lowest equivalent ad valorem duty is 50 per
cent and the highest is 114.65 per cent. The present bill makes
no reduction in any of these duties.

All of these enumerated woolens, which constitute the cloth-
ing of the people, are taxed at an ad valorem eguivalent of
over 100 per cent, and the tax is not reduced in this bill
There may be a difference in the cost of producing woolens
in this country and abroad, but it is idle to contend that this
difference exceeds the total market value of the foreign product
laid down in the ports of this country.

There are many similar duties exceeding the value of the
article, and largely exceeding the measure of protection men-
tioned in the Republican platform. Concede that the Repub-
lican masses are in favor of protecting the woolgrowers and
the woolen manufacturers, and that their platform was a com-
mand to Congress to protect them to the extent the platform
prescribed ; it was equally a command, in the interest of the con-
sumer, not to protect beyond that measure of protection.

In the cotton schedule, in which are embraced articles that
we ourselves manufacture to the aggregate of more than
$1,000,000,000, and of which the importations are $31,000,000,
the House bill did not lower any duty except on a few numbers
of coarse yarn. The Senate Finance Committee raised the rates
on some yarns, slightly lowering the rates on others, making
the duties on yarns more than in the Dingley law. In nearly
every case where there were importations of cotton cloth the
duties are increased in this bill.

There is one item of heavy cotton goods, of the value of 31
cents a square yard, of which only 16 yards were imported in
1907, yielding a revenue of 57 cents, the duty being 11 cents.
As there were no importations, that duty wounld seem to be
sufficient for protective purposes; but the duty by this bill has
been increased to 32 per cent. On certain other cotton cloths,
of the value of 18 cents a square yard, the duty has been in-
creased 30 per cent.

Of manufactures of metals we make $3,130,000,000 worth.
We import about $£68,000,000 worth, including iron ores, refuse,
and scrap iron. Some of the greatest of our ironmongers state
that we make iron and steel cheaper than any other nation, and
that there is no need for any protective duties on the articles
of that schedule. Some of these unnecessary duties were

lowered, but more of them were increased. As o resnlt of the
reductions and increases in this schedule, without going into de-

tails, the railroads will get cheaper rails, the iron manufacturers
will get cheaper iron ore, and the people will get dearer struc-
tural materials, cutlery, and tools.

The amendment of this schedule, it Is =aid, is very satisfac-
tory to the steel trust. I have no doubt it is. It is not satis-
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factory and will not be satisfactory to the people when they
come to understand it, because, while the bill reduces the un-
necessarily high duty on rails, it does not reduce it below the
point of prohibitive and excessive protection, and they have
made that reduction the excuse for increasing the duties on
nearly all the articles of steel and iron that the people buy and
consume,

On pen and pocket knives and cutlery, valued at over 50
cents and not exceeding $1.25 a dozen, the duty in the present
law and in this bill is the same—93.23 per cent.

Paragraph 153. Knife handles of deer horn, being the cheaper
handles, pay a duty of 93.55 per cent under the present law
and of 80.45 per cent in this bill, both rates being practically
prohibitory, as is shown by importations of only $11. Bat,
Mr. President, while the duty on knives with cheap handles is
fixed at 8045 per cent, on knives with handles of mother-of-pearl,
sgilver, ivory, and so forth, being the finer grades of handles, the
duty imposed under the conference bill is only 47.46 per cent,
being 33 per cent less than the duty on cheap handles used by
the poorer people.

Razors valued at less than $1.50 a dozen are taxed under the
present law 56.43 per cent, and in this bill 9472 per cent, an
increase of 67.85 per cent.

Common window glass, not over 16 by 24 inches, the glass
vsed by poorer people, is dutiable under the present law at T1.59
per cent. The present bill makes no reduction. Importations
in 1907 were, in round numbers, only $254,000, and the tax
$182,000, both duties being practically prohibitory.

Window glass, exceeding 24 by 36 inches and not over 30 by
40, used by the better to do, is taxed under the present law an
ad valorem equivalent of 87.39 per cent, which is reduced in this
bill to 7448 per cent. The imports, in round numbers, amount
to only $26,000 and the tax to $19,000.

Plate glass, plain, is reduced under this bill from 155.62 per
cent to 100,04 per cent, the importations being $40,600 and the
tax $40,700. Plate glass, silvered or frosted, above 24 by G0
inches, is reduced from 584.3 per cent to 382.22 per cent. Impor-
tations amount to only $45, and the tax under this bill will he
$172, or abount four times the value of the article imported. The
bill makes no reduction on the glass used by the poorer people.
It reduces the duty on the glass used by the better to do class
3.71 per cent, and on plate glass 31 per cent, leaving the duty on
all practically prohibitory, ranging from 71.59 per cent to 382.22
per cent,

Upon minor articles there are numerous duties far in excess of
100 per cent ad valorem. For instance, the duty fixed in this
bill upon saccharine is 216,71 per cent; on mineral waters, which
require no labor, which gush out of the ground, one of God’s
greatest bounties to man, used by the sick, the duty is 123.57
per cent; and on buttons for trousers, made of steel, 126.88 per
cent.

Linelenm and all other fabries or coverings for floors made in
part of oil or any similar product is dutiable at 20 cents per
square yard and 20 per cent.

I hold in my hand a piece of linoleum valued at 17 cents per
square yard, upon which the duty is 20 cents per square yard—
3 cents more than its entire value—and 20" per cent ad valorem
in addition. The total ad valorem equivalent duty imposed is
equal to 135 per cent, which is levied in the interest of seven
producers in the United States, located in Pennsylvania, New
Jersey, and New York.

In this same schedule, to wit, Schedule J, relating to flax,
hemp, and jute, and their manufactures, there are 170 reductions
which affect imports valued at only $600,000, while there is a
10 per cent advance in the duty of one item affecting imports of
$5.000,000. The 170 reductions amount to nothing. The one
advance increases the cost to consumers of linen more than half
a million dollars.

REVISION IN THE INTEREST OF THE HIGHLY PROTECTED MANUFACTURERS
AND TRUSTS AND AGAINST THE CONSUMER.

Mr. President, the bill which we are about to pass is not a
bill in the interests of those in response to whose demand re-
vigsion was promised by both political parties, At whose de-
mand, I ask, was this promise made? At the demand of the
protected manufacturer? No. At the demand of the trusts?
No. They were both satisfied with the Dingley rates, Under
those rates they had made great fortunes and established
monopolies which enabled them to fix prices. They wanted no
change. These opponents of revision constituted the backbone
of that “stand-pat” element of the Republican party which
fought the demand for revision to the last ditch. The promise
of revision was put in both platforms over their protest. From
whom, then, did the demand proceed? I answer, from the
great consuming masses of the country—from the laborer and
the farmer, the doctor, the lawyer, the professional man, and
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the clerk behind the desk and the counter, and his employer.
It did not come from the thriftless. It came from the well-to-do
who, though they were making good money, wages, and salaries, -
found themselves, on account of the high cost of living, barely
able, while seemingly prosperous, to make both ends meet.
What was the nature of their complaint and against whom and
what was it leveled? Again I answer, it was against the high
prices of protection and protection bred and fostered monopoly ;
against extortion due to overprotection and resultant monopoly.

The work of revision is about finished. All that remains is
to call the roll on this conference report. The necessary votes
have been secured. by hook or crook. And what will be the
result? A revision—if this travesty can be called a revision—
dictated by and in the interests not of the consumer, not of those
who asked for it, but of the manufacturer and trust who op-
posed and fought it; not of those who complained of high prices,
but of those who are responsible for the high prices; not of the
complainants, but, if I may so speak. of the defendants in this
complaint of the people against the interests.

There are something like 4,000 items in the dutiable list of
the Dingley bill. You have changed 837 of these items—revised
them. You revised about half of them downward and about
half of them upward. The result of your revision has been to
slightly increase, rather than decrease, the duties on these 837
items. The other 3,000 and more items you have left untouched.
The items which you have revised are comparatively unimpor-
tant, with the exception of some * eleventh-hour " reductions of
‘aw materials, made to hoodwink and deceive the people. I
know, and you know, Mr. Iresident, and what is more important,
the people of this country know, that the reductions you have
made offer no substantial relief to those who have asked relief
and to whom relief was solemnly pledged, and upon the good
faith of which pledge they cast their votes in the last presi-
dential and congressional election.

The few duties you have reduced are not, except in rare in-
stances, the duties of which the people complain. They are not,
in the main, upon the things the poor buy. They have little
effect upon the cost of living. Most of the duties of which they
complained and under which they groaned are on the 3,000
articles which you have not reduced, or upon which your redue- -
tions are inconsequential and ineffectual in affording relief.
What have you done to relieve the people against the uncon-
scionable duties on woolens, the most indefensible schedule in
the Dingley bill, a schedule that has and is robbing the people
of millions, to the enrichment of the woolen trust?

There is more tax in woolen goods under the Dingley law and
under your bill than there is value in the finished product. No
man, woman, or child will get their winter clothes for one penny
less by reason of your so-called “revision of the woolen
schedule.,”

You have changed cotton goods slightly, but your changes
have rather increased than reduced the cotton fabrics. The
people demanded cheaper clothes. They will get dearer clothes.
You have made some changes in the glass schedule, but they
are slight, and in most instances are as prohibitory as before,
You have reduced the duty upon iron ore. The people do not
buy iron ore. The manufacturers of steel and iron, headed by
the giant trust of the world, buy iron ore. They will get some
benefit from this reduction, but not one penny or mill of that
reduction will reach the consumer of metallic materials. You
have reduced the duty on steel rails. That may help the rail- -
roads, who, together with the trust, are special political wards
of the Republican party, but it will afford no relief to fhe
people. You have taken the duty off of hides, but you did it not
at the instance of the people, but upon the importunities and to
help the manufacturers of leather and shoes. Not one penny of
this reduction will ever reach the consumer of leather or the
wearer of shoes. You claim that you have reduced the duty on
shoes. If that reduction applied to the duty on all shoes made
of leather it might in the years to come, when Europe learns to
make shoes as cheaply as we make them, help the wearer of
shoes a few pennies; but it turned out that your reduction is
only on shoes made of hides that are not used in making shoes,
and if it is not a fraud it is a farce. You have had to promise
to correct this error, or whatever you call it, to save your bill.
Whatever concessions you have made to the consumers of
leather and shoes you have made not for their sake, but in order
to secure enough votes to get free hides for the manufacturers.
The Senate took the duty off of cotton bagging. That would
have been some help to millions of farmers who raise the most
important product of the country, the product which gives us our
balance of trade, a product which enjoys no protection, but
meets all comers in the world's markets; but the conferees have
restored the duty on this article and trampled under foot the
interests of millious of southern farmers and laborers in order
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that the illegal profits and exactions of the jute-bagging trust
might be maintained, in order that the infamous conspiracy

* against the laws of the country may continue to draw its illegal
profits from the toiling masses of the Sonth.

You put a tax of 2 cents on dividends of corporations, and
when they complained you tock off 1 cent of that tax, and to
make up the loss in revenue to the Government you put a tax
of $0,000,000 upon the great tobacco industry of the country, the
chief burden of which will have to be borne by the tobacco
growers of the South. The demand of the people was, and is,
for a reduction of high, excessive, extortionate, prohibitive, and
monoepolistic rates. You have answered that demand by leav-
ing these rates, as a rule, untouched, or but slightly reduced, if
at all. If you have touched them at all it has been in most
instances only to lop off a little surplus protection, leaving the
duties still excessive or prohibitory. You have turned a deaf
ear to the demand of the people, but you have dealt generously
with the highly protected manufacturers and trusts. You have
not only maintained or advanced their protection, but in many
instances you have, for their benefit or in their interest, either
reduced the duty on their raw materials or put them upon the
free list. The trust evil more than anything else created the
widespread sentiment in favor of tariff revision, which forced
the Republican party reluctantly to promise that boon, which the
Republican majority here has turned into *“dead sea” ashes.
The people believed, and believed rightly, that these unlawful
combinations were largely the product of excessive tarifl' rates,
that they were fostered and sheltered by the gratuities and boun-
ties of that system, and if rates were reduced to the standard
preseribed by ihe Republican platform these monopolies could
not exist, or, if so, they could not exact from the consumer a
price much in excess of a reasonable profit without opening the
door to foreign competition.

The promised revision will in a few short hours be com-
pleted, and I charge that not a single reduction has been made
which will eripple or destroy any trust or withdraw from it the
protection needed to sustain and maintain its monopoly.

Mr. President, I have for some time felt that the quicker the
curtain was rung down upon this farce the better.

Mr. President, in my votes upon this bill and in my attitude
toward it I have been governed by certain definite views upon
the subject of tariff taxation. I believe the fundamental prin-
ciple of taxation, whether direct or indirect, is equality. Eqaal-
ity can not be attained where some things are taxed and
some left untaxed. When a given amount is to be raised by
taxation, one subject of taxation can not be exempted without
increasing correspondingly the levies against some or all of the
remaining subjects to the extent of the remitted tax.

If one-half of our imports were admitted free of duty the
tariff duty on the remaining half would have to be doubled.
The same would be true if half of the taxable property of any
State were exempt from taxation. For that reason the rule in
the State where the tax is direct is that all property shall be
placed upon the tax list and taxed alike. Nothing is exempted
except for imperative reasons of public policy.

But a tariff tax, unlike a direct tax, involves bothsa burden
and a benefit. It involves a burden on the consumer and a
benefit on the domestic producer in the form of protection to the
extent of the tax against foreign eompetition. This is equally
true whether the tax is levied primarily for revenue or for
protection. In these conditions, in the interest not only of
equality of burdens, but of equality of benefits in levying tariff
tates to supply the Government with needed revenue, justice
requires that the dutiable list should be the rule and the free
list the exception, and that the free list should be limited to
those articles which for reasons of high and wise policy affect-
ing the public welfare should not be taxed. The bill which
we are now considering, as well as the present law, has a free
list, so to speak, at both ends. So far as its effect upon the
revenues of the Government is concerned, a prohibitive tax—
that is, a tax so high as to exclude foreign importations—is
the same in effect as placing the article affected on the free list;
it yields no revenue to the Government, and the revenue which
the Government loses by this exclusion, as would be the case
were it placed on the free list, must be raised by increasing the
tax on some or all other subjects of taxation. Such a tax is
indefensible not only on the ground that it is necessarily a high
tax levied by the Government solely for the benefit of the
domestic producer from which no revenue is received, but upon
the ground that while the consumer pays this highy tax to the
producer of the domestic article he also has to pay a higher
tax to the Government upon the remaining subjects of taxation
as a result of this execlusion.

Last year we imported merchandise to the value of £1,400,000,-
000. From these imports we had to collect about $300,000,000

to pay the necessary expenses of the Government. - We had to
colleet that amount of money from customs taxes upon this
$1,400,000,000 of imports. An arithmetical ealeulation will show
that if we had levied a uniform ad valorem tax on this whole
amount a tax of 22 per cent would have been needed to raise
the needed revenue, But under the present law, which is sub-
stantially the law we are about to pass, of this $1,400,000,000
of imports $690,000,000, or practicaily one-half, came in free of
duty, and to obtain the amount of revenue needed an average
duty of 44 per cent was necessary. The fact that the consnm-
ing publie got one-half of these articles free did not relieve them
of the tax; it simply transferred it to the remaining articles,
When we consider the effect of this enormous free and prohibi-
tive list we can not fail to see the part they play in concentrat-
ing the benefits of protection in the hands of the few.

Under Mr. Clay's so-called “Ameriean system ™ (of which the
Republican protective system is but an evolution), devised to
promote our manufacturing interests in the early days of our
freedom, when we were struggling for commercial independence,
under his Whig tariff in 184041, 49 per cent—practically one-
half—of our imports were on the free list. That was a highly
protective measure. It was framed largely upon the lines of our
present tariff law, and, like it, earried an enormous free list.
In striking contrast the Walker tariff, framed upon Democratic
lines, carried a small free list. The free list of that great Demo-
cratic measure hardly covered one-half a page. After eight
years of Democratic administration under this bill in 1854 only
about 9 per eent of importations came in under a free list, and
the average duty on the other 91 per cent of importations ranged
around 20 per cent. In the interest of equality in bnrdens and
incident benefits, this rate was distributed over all the subjects
of taxation with approximate uniformity. .

Again, Mr. President, I do not believe there is any place in the
Democratic theory of a tariff for revenue for the doctrine of
free raw materials. If the object of a tariff is to raise revenue,
why levy that tariff on the finished product and not on the raw
material out of which it is made? One would not raise more
revenue than the other. If the object were to protect labor. or
a certain kind of labor, such as is employed in making the fin-
ished product, that would furnish some reason for the discrim-
ination on the theory that a larger per cent of the finished prod-
uct is labor, or that a different class of labor is required in pro-
ducing the raw material than that required in producing the
finished product.

But the Democratic party repudiates the suggestion that its
primary purpose in levying taxes is to protect anybody or any-
thing, or that it diseriminates in its tariff legislation between the
labor employed in the field, in the mine, and in the logging camp,
and that employed in the factory. It repudiates the idea that
it discriminates between the dollar invested in agriculture, in
mining, in lumbering, and the dollar invested in manufacturing
industries, If the Democratic party wanted to help the over-
protected manufacturer and trusts in their scheme of selling
their goods cheaper to the foreigner than to the home consumer,
it might aid them in that selfish scheme by putting the farmer
and the landowner's raw material on the free list, but the Demo-
cratic party does not confess to a desire to promote such an un-
patriotic diserimination. The consumer is indeed entitled to
lower prices than he now pays for the finished products he buys,
but if this must be accomplished through the tariff there is no
reason why the man who has the raw material should bear the
burden of the whole reduction or a disproportionate part of it.
If cheaper raw materials meant cheaper manufactures, the con-
sumer might be benefited by putting raw material on the free
list, though the producer of those materials would thereby suffer.
But that result would not follow if the contention of the Demo-
cratie party, that the price of highly protected manufactures is
regulated, not by the cost of production but by the amount of
tariff, is correct. If our position upon this guestion is sound,
and it undoubtedly is, the sacrifice upon the altar of free trade
of the farmers' and landowners’ raw material will not inure
to the benefit of the consumer, but will only inerease the manu-
facturers’ profit by reducing his cost of production, while his
selling price, arbitrarily fixed, remains unchanged.

If all the raw materials—iron, coal, hides, and so on—over
which the conferees have been haggling for over two weeks, and
which, we are told, the President demanded, should go on the
free list, should be placed on that list and admitted free, the
Government would lose about £30,000,000 in revenues, which the
people would have to “ make good™ by higher duties on other
articles, such as clothes, food, and so forth. The manufacturers
and trusts who use these raw materials would reap the henefits in
cheaper cost of production, while the protection accorded them
wrléiienable them to maintain unimpaired the price of the finished
product.
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Mr. President, the Democratic party is not in favor of ex-
posing the American producer, whether farmer, manufacturer,
or laborer, to unrestricted foreign competition. Nor will the
application of its doctrine of tariff for revenue, given its cor-
rect and traditional interpretation, lead to any such result or
deny the home producer an equal chance in our markets
with his foreign competitor. Besides what we now raise by
internal-revenue taxes we have to raise an additional $300,-
000,000 or more to pay our bills and keep the Government going.
This could be raised in several ways: First, by direct taxes
levied against the States and apportioned according to popula-
tion. Under this method the State of North Carolina, which I
have the honor in part to represent on this floor, would have
to levy, collect, and pay into the Federal Treasury somewhere
around $7,000,000 annually. This would treble our present rate
of state taxation. Secondly, we could raise it by increasing
internal-revenue taxes and enlarging the subjects of that taxa-
tion. That would lead to inquisitions and vexations and would
fill the land with revenue officers. Third, we could raise it
by taxing articles not raised or produced in this country, such
as tea and coffee, and so forth. That would be the English
free-trade system. Lastly, we can raise if by our present
method of import taxes levied as well on articles produced as
not produced in this country. This is the method we have em-
ployed in raising revenue to support the Government through-
out all our history. To raise this additional revenue by this
method, if there were no free list at all, upon the basis of last
year's importations of $1,400,000,000, an ad valorem rate of 22
per cent would be required. Necessarily these duties, although
imposed for revenue only, would incidentally protect against
foreign competition all domestic articles embraced in the sched-
ules.

While the Democratic party is in favor of a tariff for rev-
enue, it has never, in doctrine or in practice, shut its eyes to
the differences in economic and industrial conditions of labor
and production here and abroad. It has never shut its eyes
to the fact that there are many things which can be made,
raised, or produced for a less cost somewhere else than here,
and it has never framed and passed a tariff bill yet, and never
will, in my judgment, which altogether loses sight of these
differences.

Incidental protection is inherent in the tariff system, and
if we raise our revenue in this way we can not avoid this
result except by confining our tariff levies to things not pro-
duced in this country. That would, of course, be free trade in
its most objectionable form, and would expose the products and
industries of this country to unrestricted foreign competition,
Asiatic as well as European.

The state papers and writings of Jefferson, Madison, Monroe,
Jackson, and Polk all agree with the suggestion that these un-
equal economic and industrial conditions should be taken into
consideration in adjusting our tariff duties. If in the past it
was wise and expedient to consider these differences, it is
surely no less so now, when the struggle for international trade
between the industrial nations of the world is fiercer than ever
before, when each is seeking to invade the markets of the other,
and when each is striving to reduce the cost of production to
the minimum in order to get advantage in this great interna-
tional contest for trade. Duties should be levied for revenue,
but they should be adjusted so as to give the greatest incidental
protection where it is most needed to equalize unequal condi-
tions in production here and elsewhere, and to give to our do-
mestic producers at least an equal chance in our own markets
with their foreign competitors. The principle upon which duo-
‘ties are levied should be applied impartially to all industries in
all parts of the country. It is abhorrent to my common sense,
as a practical man, that a law which is to be applied to all the
people and to every part of the country should be framed on
different and maybe opposite principles. I can see nothing but
injustice and wrong in a tariff measure which applies free
trade to one line of our industries, or the industries of one
section of the country, and the principle of protection to an-
other line of our industries, or the indusiries of another section
of the country. Such a measure would work a double injus-
tice in its application to the different sections of our great and
widely extended and diversified country. It might, and in
many respects would, not only deny to the less-favored section
the benefit of the natural advantages possessed by it, but it
would in the end inevitably reduce the section discriminated
against to a state of commercial subjection to the section in
whcese favor the diserimination is made by confiscating its nat-
ural advantages and reducing it to a position of commercial
feudalism.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, whatever anyone may think
about the provisions of this bill, one thing is certain, and that is
that this is the last tariff legislation that ever will be passed by

present methods, or rather lack of methods. I have thought all
the time that this was true, but that thought became a certainty
when on yesterday I was reassured by the statement of the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ArpricH] as to his interpreta-
tion of that provision of the maximum and.minimum clause
which authorizes the President to employ experts to aid him
and the officers of the Government in the administration of the
law. That statement was frank and reassuring, and to the ex-
tent to which it went, of course, was very highly pleasing to me.

About one year and eight months ago I introduced in this
body a bill for a tariff commission, which I have reintroduced
this morning, and I wish to take a few moments’ time to say
why I have reintroduced it. I think, in view of the statement
of the Senator from Rhode Island on yesterday, and to his
references heretofore to myself as having participated in the
drafting of the original provision in this bill which authorized
the President to employ experts, I should make a brief state-
ment of the history of that provision.

When the bill was introduced a year and eight months ago,
it is common knowledge that it had few, if any, supporters in
the Senate and the House, although it was more largely sup-
ported by the business men of this country, by manufacturers,
by farmers, by stock raisers, and by other producers than per-
haps any other fiscal measure ever presented in Congress.
But the mere merits of the measure were such that the move-
ment grew, and converts to the idea were added here in Con-
gress with great rapidity. The occurrences of this session have
of themselves furnished an unanswerable argument why such
a body of men should be provided for to assist Congress in such
work as has claimed our attention for the past few months,
At the beginning of the session it did not appear to me that we
would have sufficient strength to pass the original bill which I
presented a year and eight months ago; and so the Senator
from Rhode Island, who agreed that some such provision should
go in the bill, prepared a draft and submitted it to me. It was
not as broad as I thought it should be, and at his suggestion I
took it and prepared another draft, which was broader than he
thought it should be. 8o this process of drafting and counter-
drafting lasted for about two weeks, and finally the draft was
prepared as it passed the Senate, with the exception of one
sentence, That one sentence was:

And such persons shall have o?ow" to examine witnesses under oath,
and to compel the production books and papers.

To that one sentence the Senator from Rhode Island would
not assent, nor would I agree without it, until after confer-
ences with the President as to his construction of this langnage,
and his opinion of the power which it gave him, I finally did
agree to it.

So it was that if I had been present when the amendment of
the Senator from JTowa [Mr. Dorriver] was presented for a
tariff eommission, I should have asked him not to have pre-
sented it, because, in my view, the language that passed the
Senate, if it had this additional sentence, giving the power to
examine witnesses under oath and compel the production of
books and papers, would have enabled the President, if so dis-
posed, to create a commission or board of experts more power-
ful, more ample, for this great and necessary work than that
even provided for in my bill.

That is the history of it down to the time it passed the
Senate. In view of the fact that the Senator from Rhode Island
yesterdey stated what his construction is of the power of the
President under the langnage as it now stands in the confer-
ence report, perhaps it is wise at this juncture to read just what
the conferees took out. The langunage of the provision as it
finally passed the Senate and went into conference is as
follows:

To secure information to assist the President in the discharge of
the duties im upon him by this sectlon and information which will
be useful to Congress in tariff legislation and to the officers of the Gov-
ernment in the administration of the customs laws, the President is
hereby anthorized to employ such persons as may be required to make
thorough investigations and examinations into the production, com-
merce, and trade of the United States and foreign countries, and all con-
ditions affecting the same.

It will be seen that this language was as inclusive as any
possible bill that detailed and specified their duties could be.
But the first thing, according to the public press, the conference
committee did was to take out this language: “ and information,
which will be useful to Congress in tariff legislation.” How it
could be that any Senator or Representative could object to
having useful information furnished him was beyond me then;
it is beyond me now. 3

But later, not satisfied with that, the duties, the powers of
these men, were stricken out; in other words, the following lan-
guage was eliminated:

To make thorough Investigations and examinations Into the produc-
tion, commerce, and trade of the United States and foreign countries,
and all conditions affecting the same,
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So that finally, as it appears in the report, all there is of this
provision is “to secure information to assist the President in
the discharge of the duties imposed upon him by this section "—
that is, the maximum and minimum—*and the officers of the
Government in the administration of the customs laws, the
President is hereby authorized to employ such persons as may
be required.”

When I saw that, it appeared to me that it limited the power
of the President to make this provision useful in merely the
ascertainment as to whether foreign countries were discriminat-
ing against us or not. That it was so intended appeared by
the statement of the Senator from Maine [Mr. HALE] the other
day. But on yesterday morning the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. AvpricH] made the following statement: o

The inclusion of the words was a compromise between the two Houses.
I will say to the Senator from Nevada, of course with due deference to
his judgment to the contrary, that the gruvisiun contained in the bill
itself is even broader than it was in the Senate, in my judgment.

That is, according to this interpretation, which the Senator
from Rhode Island says has the sanction of the President of
the United States and his interpretation, that these few words
are broader than if they had included the words “ and informa-
tion which will be useful to Congress in tariff legislation,” and
the other important words stricken out.

The Senator from Rhode Island continues:

It allows the President to employ whoever he pleases without limit
and to assign such duties to them as he sees fit within the limitation
of the maximum and minimum provisions and to assist the customs
officers in the discharge of their duties. Now, these two purposes,
especially the latter, cover every conceivable guestion that is covered
by mﬂ% legislation.

Mr. NEWLANDS. May I ask the Senator whether the provision as it
comes from the conferees and is contained In the conference report
will warrant the President in apgaotntlng men who will imguire into
and ascertain the difference in the cost of production at home and
abroud of the articles covered by the tariff?

Mr. ALDrICH. Unguestionably it will, for the reason that under the
law, as it will pass in a few days, I hope, the home valuation as well
as the foreign valuation of s is a matter which has to be deter-
mined by the customs officers, and that involves, of course, all collat-
eral questions. 1 have no doubt myself that the provision as it now
stands is, as I have already stated, even broader than the provision
which passed the Senate.

Later on the Senator from Rhode Island said that he violated
no confidence whatever in saying that this also was the view
of the President of the United States.

So, Mr. President, it appears that if this view be correct, if
this interpretation as given by the Senator from Rhode Island,
and perhaps more broadly held by the President of the United
States, should be justified by the law and fulfilled by events,
and if Congress should see fit to give to the President to carry
out his provisions any appropriation for which he may ask, all
that might have been done under a tariff-commission bill can
and will be done under this provision.

So, Mr, President, in introducing the bill this morning for a
tariff commission, or, rather, in reintroducing it, it is not for
the purpose of pressing it unless it develops that in the prac-
tical working of this brief provision of the present bill it is
found that the President can not do what it is now believed he
can, or unless Congress should fail for any reason in giving
him the appropriation necessary to carry out his interpretation
of it as given by the Senator from Rhode Island. If for these
or any other reasons that provision is not executed according to
what we understand is the correct interpretation of it, then the
bill for a tariff commission would necessarily have to be
pressed, and I give notice now that it will be pressed.

Because, Mr. President, as I said a moment ago, this is the
last tariff legislation, and it is historic in this, that ever will be
passed in this country without the aid of information carefully
and accurately gathered by men competent fo perform that par-
ticular service—information digested, sifted, tested, and ar-
ranged, and laid before Congress for its use. There never will
be, and there never can be, further tariff legislation by present
methods. There never will be, and there never can be, more
legislation of this important kind, affecting not only all the
business of the country, but the livelihood of every man, woman,
and child in the Nation, under such circumstances as all of us
have passed through.

8o whether it be under this provision or whether it be under a
provision which circumstances of the future may compel, one
thing is now determined, and that is that a tariff commission,
or a board of experts—it is immaterial what you eall it, I am
concerned only in the results—will and must be established, and
future fiscal legislation of this character will be predicated upon
the scientific, aceurate, and businesslike work of that body of
men appointed for that purpose.

Mr. President, there is another reason, a reason that the man-
ufacturers and business men of this country, as well as the stock
raisers, farmers, and other producers of the Nation have more

in mind than we seem to think here, and that is the absolute
necessity of enlarging our foreign trade. It is a singunlar ecir-
cumstance, and one that is more or less appalling, that while
Germany has a niggardly soil, not much larger than Texas,
with only a window on the North Sea, and with fewer than
half of our population, whereas we have 7,000 miles of coast
line, with magnificent harbors, commanding two oceans, unri-
valed resources, and a vast and growing population, and a people
whose energy and resourcefulness are not equaled in the world,
yet Germany is selling abroad to-day ten finished manufactured
articles where we are selling one.

I do not want to go in detail into that comparison or the rea-
sons for it, but one reason for it is the perfection of Germany's
tariff. Germany, prior to Bismarck, inclined to a tariff for
revenue only. Then Bismarck induced them to take up the
American protective tariff, and it did there the same work it
has done here. It developed their resources; it built their
mills; it employed their people; it diversified their industries.
But when all that had been accomplished and they needed foreign
trade, the German, with his studious mind, improved upon what
we had done.

They made the first maximum and minimum tariff, which
with them is the conventional and autonomous tariff, and they
prepared their tariff law itself by the same methods by which
great German business houses are able to so accurately do their

'business. Connected with the great German factories there is

a sort of little institution where experts—it is almost a
school—are constantly employed. So every phase of that busi-
ness receives the most careful and minute attention. So Ger-
many appointed her great tariff commission. I suppose every-
body is familiar with the work of that commission and how
it is that the German tariff law is made. I do not want to take
up the time, but perhaps in three or four sentences I can make
a résumé of it.

The present German tariff was built upon the work done by
the German tariff commission of 32 men. Those 32 men were
the best men that were to be found in the Empire for that
work. They were appointed utterly and absolutely regardless
of any political consideration. Those men in the course of the
investigation consulted more than 2,000 technical trade experts.

When they got through with that work they knew all that
those 2,000 technical experts themselves knew. They investi-
gated every industry in the Empire. Then, Mr. President, they
formulated the bill. The bill was then sent to the Govern-
ment. The Government first submitted it to the department
which is similar to our Department of Commerce and Labor,
go that it might be examined from that point of view; then to
its foreign department, so that it might be examined from that
point of view; then to its treasury department, which repre-
sented, of course, the collection of revenue, so that it might be
examined from that point of view.

Mr. ELKINS. Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will yield in just a second. Then, Mr.
President, after that it was sent by the Government to every
State of the German Empire, who took about a year to exam-
ine it and return it to the Central Government with their sug-
gestions. Then it was submitted to the Reichstag, where it
underwent more careful examination than either our commit-
tee of the Senate or House that handles our bills have given
this one. Then it was reported back to the Reichstag, debated
fully, and passed.

Of course nobody is contending, because it is not a practical
thing, that a commission or a board of experts here should do
so perfect a work as that, so accurate, so scientific. It will
probably take us twenty-five years before we can catch up to
that point of development. It is a very curious thing, one of
the most curious circumstances, I suppose, in all our develop-
ment, that, whereas we have improvements in machinery,
whereas we are the most progressive nation of the world in
invention in every line, we are slow to improve our methods of
government.

Mr. ELKINS. I should like to interrupt the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Keax in the chair). Does
the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from West Vir-

nia ?
giMr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. ELKINS. I am beginning to come around to the Sena-
tor’s tariff-commission notion, as far as we will be permitied
to do it. But I do not want Congress to abdicate our function
entirely.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I never proposed that. I never proposed
that Congress should abdicate any function whatever. That
statement is one of those familiar catch words with which men
attempt to defeat a measure without examining into it. My
original tariff-commission bill, T will say to the Senator, if he




1909.

CONGRESSIONAT RECORD—SENATE.

4863

has not read it, does not provide, as I stated in my speech, which
I think the Senator honored me by hearing, about a year and
eight months ago, that the commission shall frame a bill, but
that it shall act for Congress exactly as the Senator's secretary
acts for him, that it shall be our assistant, that it shall pre-
pare information, and lay it before us for our consideration.

Mr. ELKINS. I think while that has some advantages, it
would permit discriminations against localities and certain
classes of industries that we can not escape when we are mak-
ing a tariff in Congress, It seems impossible to frame a tariff
bill without perpetrating injustices and diseriminations against
certain sections, interests, and industries.

Mr, BEVERIDGE. No one denies that that is true under
present methods.

Mr, ELKINS. If a tariff commission wounld cure those things,
I should heartily favor it.

But, Mr. President, the Senator from Indiana observed a
while ago that Germany was making rapid strides toward ex-
tending her trade and commerce all over the world—that is
true—and that with but a very small coast line, and we are
not increasing ours as rapidly as we should. I believe that is
the case; but Germany is the most highly protected country in
the world. It is claimed by many that we want raw materials
free and our products cheaper, so that we may extend our com-
merce. Is that the way to extend trade and commerce, by mak-
ing goods cheaper, because Germany goes ahead, though she
is so highly protected that we can not with many things invade
her market at all?

Mr, BEVERIDGE. The first answer to the Senator’s question

Mr. ELKINS, On agricultural products—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will give the Senator some informa-
tion. The first answer to the Senator is that the way to make
a protective tariff is to make it absolutely just and to make it
perfectly intelligible. The second answer is that the Senator
is completely mistaken when he says that Germany, which is
the most intelligent protective tariff country in the world, is
the most highly protective tariff country in the world. That
is not the case; it does not happen to be the fact. Her general
tariff is very much below ours. The Senator from West Vir-
ginia is misinformed. That is very much, I will say to the
Senator—and then I want to get through——

Mr. ELKINS. What is the average of the German tariff?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I can not state offhand what the average
is; but that brings to my mind another thing.

Mr. ELKINS. On certain articles Germany is more highly
protected than we are.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I doubt that; but speaking of the system
of Germany compared with ours as a whole, it is tremendously
below ours. That is a matter of fact.

That brings me to another point. I do not want to have a
debate, because I am making a little statement here, and I want
to get through. The point is this: The Senator asked me—I
have given some little study to this—what the percentage was.
I could not answer at the moment, but the German tariff com-
mission ean answer offhand what any of their rates are, and
answer offhand what any of our rates are, or the rates of any
other country with which she deals. That is not true as to a
single member of either committee of either House of Congress
that deals with this question, There is no criticism of them
because they could not do it—I will show that in a moment—
but it merely demonstrates how archaic, how curiously behind
the times our methods have become., It is one of the strangest
things in the world that whereas we make progress in every-
thing else as to the necessities or the interests of life, yet the
inertia of the human mind resists the simplest and most neces-
sary improvements in government which are demanded by the
changing conditions and relations of the world.

B M;. HLKINS. Will the Senator allow just one further ques-
on

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly; I want to be courteous, but I’

did not expect to speak this long.

Mr. ELKINS. The German tariff in the aggregate is perhaps
a little lower than ours, but Germany admits all agricultural
products free, because she must have them.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That is not the case at all. Pardon me.
I do not want to get into a debate, but I must stop the Senator
right there because he has made a most extraordinary mistake
in that statement. The one defect, perhaps, in the German
tariff ia due to this—I see the Senator is not familiar with the
fiscal situation in Germany——

Mr. ELKINS. The Senator from Indiana never lets me finish
anything I want to ask him.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Because you get wrong. What the Sen-
ater stated is not the case. The agrarian party in

has grown so strong, and is to-day so strong, that they were
dominantly influential in having protective duties put upon their
agricultural products, and that is the only defect——

Mr. ELKINS rose.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I hope the Senator will let me get
through. I want to conclude.

Mr. ELKINS. If you take the things Germany does not pro-
duce, such as agricultural products, meat, wheat, corn, and so
forth, when she puts them at the lowest rates or puts them on
the free list that reduces the average.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Baut she does not——

Mr. ELKINS. But, outside of those things, Germany is the
highest protected country in the world. I have no objection
to that, but I want to know how the Senator from Indiana can
reconcile the increase in her commerce when she is the most
highly protected on things she sells abroad when they come
into Germany, and how can we extend our trade by making -
things cheaper here if Germany extends her trade by making
them higher?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from West Virginia has
asked that question three or four times. The answer to it is,
first, that his premises are utterly ineorrect. The Senator is
misinformed. Germany's tariff is not nearly so high as ours.
There is not a statement he has made concerning the German
tariff that is aceurate. I do not blame the Senator for that.
It is just exactly such lamentable misinformation concerning the
tariff situations of the world, as well as our own. that I want
to correct. That is one of the things that is changing thls
whole method.

The Senator is incorrect about it. There are four thlugs
which, more than else, contribute to German indus-
trial progress. The first is a tariff. That is the most important
in any country’s trade. The second is her banking system;
the third is her technical schools; the fourth is her methods of
manufacture and of doing business, which she applies, as we do
not, to her governmental functions.

That is such a large subject that we might take three or four
days of debate on Germany alone. I want to get on, but here
is Japan. Japan has a tariff commission, and she has been
bounding in her domestic trade and foreign trade perhaps
faster than any other country but Germany.

I have given Germany's method of making her tariff. A few
years ago, as everybody knows, the great movement in England
began for the abandonment of what Balfour, in a wonderful
series of stump speeches—the best I ever read on fiscal re-
form—described as *“the moth-eaten and out-worn system of
tariff for revenue only.” That system has been abandoned by
every nation in this world, excepting only England, Turkey,
llzeértgm, China, Abyssinia, and some other countries like the
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Balfour and Chamberlain are leading that movement. They
gave exhaustively and learnedly the reasons for it. Balfour
and Chamberlain proposed that Great Britain should have a
modern protective system, including the maximum and minimum
system.” I would say to the Senator from West Virginia, what
I have said several times during this debate, that protection
onght to be intelligent protection and just protection. The
Senator seems to think when we have a rate 200 per cent too
high, if some person wants to reduce it to within 50 per cent of
what is right, that he is not a protectionist.

Mr. President, that great movement in England is rapldly
speeding toward a victorious conclusion. Indeed, that move-
ment has made more rapid progress than any similar move-
ment in any modern couniry, much more rapid than the corn-
law movement, which established what Balfour and Chamber-
lain and other first of British intellects now declare to be
“the moth-eaten and out-worn system of tariff for revenue
only.” It is probable that within the next two or three elec-
tions they will succeed. The business interests of Great Britain
are overwhelmingly behind it.

They foresaw that if they were to win Parliament and should
want to enact such a law they would be absolutely unable to
do so without having all the facts prepared in advance. They
thought that it would be impossible to enact an intelligent
tariff law under our system of not having any information at
all, except such as is hastily gathered. So the business men
of Great Britain, out of their own pockets, are paying for one
of the ablest and most carefully selected tariff commissions on
earth. That commission has been at work for about three
years. It is headed by one of the greatest economists of the
English-speaking world. -It has a corps of experts, and their
work is being done thoroughly, so that when the party is
victorious they wwill have a bill based on the facts.

Mr. President, what are our methods? Our methods, whether
we enact a tariff for revenue only or a protective tariff, are
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equally lamentable for the same reason. A board of experts
is just as necessary for the enactment of an intelligent tariff
for revenue only as it is for the enactment of a protective tariff.
The reasons will occur to any persons who are familiar with
what a purely revenue-tariff rate should be.

How do we frame our tariffs? We have no tariff revision
here, Mr. President, until the demands of the people become g0
great that the people force a revision at an election. After that
has been determined upon, the thing is sped forward with all
possible haste. The word is “ hurry, hurry, hurry; ” the word
is “Dbusiness waits;” the word is “let us get through;” and
s0 our committees of Congress meet, and they have what are
called “hearings.” At these so-called “ hearings' representa-
tives of interests who want protection or who want reduction of
duties appear, quite properly, and give testimony. Necessarily
every one of those representatives is better informed than any
member of the committee who is working upon this subject only
once in ten years. So there is a mass of information and a mass
of misinformation. In the present case more has been collected
than ever before in our history; and yet all of us have had
experience with those red volumes under our desks, and it is
impossible to tell sometimes whether a statement is true or
whether it is not. It is almost impossible to find out where the
information is. In no case is it complete.

So that this general, undigested, vague, uncertain mass of
information is hurriedly and loosely gathered by these commit-
tees, They can not do the work; they have not time to do the
work ; they are not especially equipped to do the work. I shall
ask the privilege of inserting in my remarks the names of the
members of the Finance Committee of the Senate and a list of
the other committees of which they are members.

In framing a tariff bill we are supposed to take into consider-
ation every item in the tariff bill and every industry in this
couniry in relation with every other industry in this country
and in relation with the foreign trade of the world, the tariffs
of other nations, and many other elements that I will not take
the time to name. That is the theory; that is what those com-
mittees are supposed to do; and yet, if they did this work and
devoted themselves exclusively to this work, they could not do
the work that they are doing on the other committees of this
body and of the other House. -

When I insert in my remarks, and the Senate comes to read,
the important committees on which the members of the Finance
Committee—all of them able men—are serving, and when we
reflect that every one of them is a very industrious man, we will
see that it would be a physical impossibility and a mental ab-
surdity to suppose that they could do this work, even if they
spent all their time at it. So we must have a commission,
merely because necessity has driven us to it. I ask permission
to insert in the REecorp the list to which I have referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jouaxsox of North Dakota
in the chair). In the absence of objection, permission is
granted. :

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS OF FINANCE COMMITTEE.

ArpricH : Finance (chairman), Interstate Commerce, Rules.

Brrrows : Privileges and Elections (chairman), Expenditures in the
Interior Department, Finance, Naval Affairs, Philippines, Post-Offices
and Post-Roads.

I'ExRosE : Post-Offices and Post-Roads (chairman), Commerce, Edu-
cation and Labor, Finance, Immigration, Naval Affairs.

HALE : Appropriations (chairman), Naval Affairs, Census.

CULLOM 3 Boreign Itelations (chairman), Additional Accommodations
for the Library of Congress, Finance, Coast and Insular Survey, Ex-
penditures in the War partment, Interstate Commerce.

Lopce : Philippines (chairman), Civil Service and Retrenchment, Fi-
nance, Engrossed Bills.

McCuMBER : Penslons (chalrman), Census, Expenditures in the Inte-
rior Department, Indian Affairs, Finance, Interoceanic Canals.

8moor: Printing (chairman), Claims, Forest Reservations and the
Protection of Game, Finance, Pensions, Public Health and National
Quarantine, Public Lands. :

¥rLixT: Interoceanic Canals (chairman), Audit and Control the Con-
tingent Expenses of the Senate, Education and Labor, Irrigation and
Reclamation of Arid Lands, Finance, Pacific Islands and Porto Rico,
Public Lands.

DaNiEL: Private Land Claims %halrmn), Appropriations, Finance,
Education and Labor, Industrial Expositions, Library, Transportation
Routes to the Seaboard.

MoxEY : Additional Accommodations for the Library of Congress
(chairman), Finance, Agriculture and Forestry, Audit and Control the
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, Expenditures in the War Depart-
ment, Foreign Relations.

TALIAFERRO : Corporations Organized in the District of Columbin
(chairman), Census, Coast Defenses, Finance, Cuban Relations, Inter-
oceanic Canals, Military Affairs, Pacific Rallroads, Pensions, Post-
Offices and Iost-Roads.

SiMMoNs @ Coast Defenses, Commerce, Cuban Relations, Examine
the Several Branches of the Civil Service, Expenditures in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Finance, Interoceanic Canals.

BAILEY : Revolutionary Clalms (chairman), Census, Expenditures in
the Department of Justice, Finance, Fisheries, Irrigation and Recla-
mation of Arid Lands, Privileges and Elections, Rules.

AMr. BEVERIDGE. Now, Mr. President, another curious
thing. We have seen, driven to it by necessity, that we could not

get along without commissions in other things. A little after
I had introduced the tariff commission bill, I arose and asked
the Senator from Rhode Island, as chairman of the Finance
Committee, whether he would consent to the appointment of a
monetary commission. He immediately answered that he would,
and expected that to be done. That was not resisted by any-
body on the floor, even with a single word, excepting the learned
and venerable Senator from Colorado, Mr, Teller, who said he
was rather opposed to commissions of any kind. Yet that bill
passed and a comprehensive monetary commission has been
established. The whole business world and all the people ac-
claimed it with applause. They saw that it was the seunsible
thing to do. We have a chaos of financial laws, a series of
absurd compromises. The truth is that we are without a finan-
cial system—a modern scientific system. So the American
people, upon the grave and important subject of their money,
saw, if we are to become modern, if our financial system is to
be adequate to our needs, that it must be carefully studied by a
commission of men especially qualified and appointed for that
purpose.

Yet, Mr. President, the tariff, because of its infinite details,
is not only more intricate, but almost as important as our finan-
cial affairs. If, then, it is necessary to have a monetary com-
mission, how much more—I will make my statement moderate
and say how equally—necessary is it that we shall have a tariff
commission.

Some few years ago the gravity of the question of immigra-
tion and its quality became very great. It presented not only
such an indusirial, but such a sociological, problem that Con-
gress found it absolutely necessary, and the people demanded,
that accurate information should be gathered upon which our
immigration laws could be based. That perbaps in its humani-
tarian aspect and in the future of our Nation is more important
than either of these other questfons, because that deals with our
blood and our future men and women, and this deals only with
our business and with our money. So, in answer to that de-
mand, Congress established, without a dissenting voice, the
Immigration Commission,

I know a little bit about its work, but not much. We all
know the head of that commission, the distinguished and be-
loved senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DiLiNncEAM]. We
listened at the last session to his admirable presentation of the
report of that commission. Its work is excellent, as I am sure
the work of the Monetary Commission is going to be. Nobody
objected to that, even in Congress; and yet when a tariff com-
mission to hdndle a more difficult problem than immigration, a
tariff commission to handle equally as difficult problems as our
fiscal system and much more intricate, was proposed—and pro-
posed because it was demanded by the business world of this
Republic, by more producing interests in formal resolutions
than ever backed any law—we, curiously enough, had opposi-
tion. But the happenings of this session and the earnest de-
sire of every Senator to get the facts, the difficulty of doing so,
and the confusion of even the most studious, have proven that it
is now, as we knew it was before, but were not willing to ad-
mit, absolutely a necessity. It is for this reason, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the assurances of the Senator from Rhode Island
yesterday as to what could be done under this provision and
what the President intended to do, which could even be more
broadly confirmed if necessary, were so pleasing to myself and,
I think, to every friend of a tariff commission here.

Let me give still another illustration. I was in the Senate
when the Department of Commerce and Labor was proposed.
I very well remember that one of the ablest men in this Sen-
ate, one of the most venerable and one of the most respected,
said in conversation that such a new department of the Gov-
ernment as that was nothing short of revolution. Yet the de-
mands of the people and the necessities of the business of the
country compelled us to create it; and nobody regrets it now.
It is an indispensable arm of our Government.

In that department there is a Bureau of Corporations. T am
aware that many people, who have reason to be, are irritated
at its work. It has made the most searching investigations.
Senators will recall the revelations that it afforded to the
Nation concerning some unbelievable misdeeds of great busi-
ness enterprises, which we had formerly supposed were the
model corporations of the world. There is no necessity for my
pointing them out; I do not want to take the time to do that.
Does anybody suppose that the American people would ever
consent now to the abolition of the Bureau of Corporations in
the Department of Commerce and Labor? And yet what it has
to study is simple compared with the study of the tariff. ques-
tion. The same is true of the Bureau of Labor.

Again, Mr. President, there is the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission. I remember reading when I was a younger man than
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I am now the debates, so far as I could get them, concerning
the establishment of the Interstate Commerce Commission. It
went through about the same process of development and it
has about the same history in its inception that the proposition
for a tariff commission has had. The Senator from Illinois
[Mr. CuLroym] was the father of that great measure. That
one act, which perhaps is one of the five most important statutes
passed by the American Congress, is enough to distinguish his
name in the annals of our lawgivers forever. I at that time
lived in the State of Illinois and was very proud of him—my
pride in him then equaled my affection for him now.

By various decisions of the courts its powers were limited.
But finally, by additional legislation, it has now grown to be
the great and increasingly useful body that it is. I should
like to see any man, I should like to see any party propose the
abolition of the Interstate Commerce Commission, and yet it
started out chiefly as a bureau for the gathering of facts; or,
at least after, I believe, the first decision, that was about all it
amounted to down to recent days.

My recollection, which is not precise nor definite, is that by
reason of certain decisions it ceased to be useful, as it is now
useful by reason of additional legislation, and its function was
confined to gathering information. Yet to this day one of its
most useful functions is to collect information and lay that in-
formation before Congress in its report. Mr, President, if that
was necessary, I make again the same analogy, How much more
necessary is a tariff commission?

It has been said, Mr. President, that one of the objections to
this would be that it would disturb business. The answer to
that is that the world has had experience in that German
business is more intricate than our own, because the nation is
more condensed and there are many elements that enter into
business there that make it much more complicated and diffi-
cult; and yet the work of the German commission, extending
over six years and with its conclusions published, not only did
not disturb German business, but German business thrived as
never before,

German business was reassured because it knew that the
German tariff would be founded on facts, not representations.
The same work now being done in England is not disturbing
English business in the least. The progress of Great Britain
toward a protective system, her abandonment of tariff for reve-
nue only, her preparation for the coming of a protective tariff,
and all the work of the commission, of which I have spoken, is
not only not disturbing British business, but it is steadying it.

Again, in Japan a tariff commission has now been at work for
five years. It is scheduled to make its report and the Diet is
scheduled to enact a new Japanese tariff in 1911. There is not
a ripple on the surface of business. I could go on with several
other countries, but there are three—one a Teutonic people, one
an Anglo-Saxon and mixed people, and another an Asiatic peo-
ple. If I took up for illustration France, I should add a Latin
people; and if I took up Italy, another Latin people. You can
not get a broader group of people than that, and yet among
none of them has an intelligent proposition for tariff legislation
disturbed business in the least. It is one of the apprehensions
that, I have no doubt, honestly exist in the minds of some men,
but at the same time it is purposely used by other interested
parties to scare away any reform that ever is proposed in the
methods of business.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator a question, with his permission.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Very well.

Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator has referred to a number of
countries where they have tariff commissions, but those tariff
commissions fix the tariff. Would the Senator look forward
to the day when a tariff commission in this country might fix
rates?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; it has not been proposed even. That
is one of the most curious things in this debate. A year and
eight months ago I introduced the bill providing for a tariff
commission. The first thing I said was that it was not pro-
posed by the bill to do one thing that Congress ought to do.
There the bill was. It provided merely for a commission to
collect information and report it.. The commission was to be
a sort of secretary to Congress; it was to do the work for us
that we ourselves can not do and do not have time to do; and
yet the first objection that I heard was that I was actually
trying to take away from Congress the power of fixing rates.
That is perfectly absurd, because it is false, and, with the bill
itself before us, it had no excuse. So it not only was false,
but ridiculous. Yet it was repeated time and again by those
we have been taught to believe without question.

I cited the formation of the commission of 1882, and I was
met with the statement that it was perfectly useless; that its
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work was thrown into the wastebasket. I thought that was
so remarkable that I looked up the work of that commission.
That commission did suggest rates to Congress, which is what
I do not propose at all in the bill I have introduced——

Mr, HEYBURN. Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Pardon me; and I will satisfy the Sena-
tor, I think. It also proposed a reclassification, and it also
proposed new tariff machinery. I was curious to ascertain if
the work of that commission—and its work was done in a very
limited time—had been entirely futile, as we were told that it
was. It did not have much opportunity, but it did a great deal
of work; it traveled a great deal, and took very much valuable
testimony. I find, upon comparing the law that we passed in
1883 with the rates as suggested by the commission—and I
have laid them before Congress, and they are in the Recorp of
last year—that Congress actually adopted about 90 per cent of
their rates unchanged; it adopted their classifications practi-
cally without an alteration; and, what is more, it adopted their
administrative machinery. A

That classification, with immaterial changes from time to
time, has remained to this day. That is the only scientific
classification that we have ever had. If the Senator will look
over our tariffs since the civil war down to that tariff, he will
find that, as a matter of fact, we did not have any classification
until 1882 ; it was a jumble, and it could not well otherwise be.
That classification of 1882 was a pretty good thing at that
time.

Nearly a generation has passed since then, and, of course, the
hurry—the necessary hurry, perhaps—of tariff legislation, the
alterations in the classification are mighty few, and not made
with reference to any general scientific arrangement. That was
the result of a commission in that instance; and if the Senator
has never studied the German tariff, I would advise him, just
as one of the most charming pastimes he could have, to get a
copy of the German tariff and look at its classification—simple,
plain, There is no human being who deals with Germany who
is in any doubt at all about what he may do under their
tariff. Germany wants trade; she is not trying to keep out
trade; she wants foreign commerce.

Mr. HEYBURN. Will the Senator permit me to make a sug-
gestion, or to ask him a question?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It is not true that a single one of those
commissions fixes rates. I formerly went into that at length.
But I want to take my seat; I do not want to weary the Senate,
and I did not expect to speak this long by any manner of
means. I only expected to make this statement concerning the
statement of the. Senator from Rhode Island on yesterday.

Mr. HEYBURN. Just one guestion. -

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator has asked me the question,
“Did they not all fix rates?” No; it is not so. The Reichstag
of Germany fixes the rates. The legislative bodies of every
country fix the rates.

Mr. HEYBURN. But they are authorized to recommend,
and their recommendation is adopted.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; they are authorized to recommend;
but their recommendation is or is not adopted, as the legislature
decides. But my bill does not propose to permit the commis-
sion even to recommend rates.

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to ask a question, but I do
not wish to bother the Senator. Does the Senator contemplate
that, like the Interstate Commerce Commission, this commission
would develop into a court with final jurisdiction?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh, no, Mr. President; I am not going to
indulge in dreams or other forecasts.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Just a moment, and I will yield to the
Senator. It is not that at all. According to my notion, I
should doubt whether that, perhaps, could be done under our
Constitution. There has got to be one thing done, though, and
that is, we have got to find out the facts concerning every article
upon which we make rates; for we make rates, not for a particu-
lar business only, but we make the rates for the 90,000,000 of
people who use it. Can the Senator conceive why anybody
should object to having the most ample facts found out and re-
ported to Congress? Is the Senator opposed to knowing the
facts? The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELxins] asked
me if it was not troe that there have been sections of the coun-
try discriminated against in this bill. I said that probably is
true, and it would be true of any bill that was made under these
methods of tariff legislation; but if the facts were gathered,
that could not be unless we wanted to do a deliberate injustice,
and no Senator, of course, would think of doing that.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Indiana
allow me to ask the Senator from Idaho a question?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.
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Mr. HALE. When the Senator from Idaho referred to what
this commission should do, to what body did he refer as a
commission? Does the Senator believe that any commission
is provided for in the tariff act?

Mr. HEYBURN. I hope not.

Mr. HALE. Did the Senator refer to any body or to any
organization or to any commission as though it had been
created by the tariff act?

Mr. HEYBURN. I did not, but I was referring to the com-
mission proposed, as I understand it, by the measure presented
by the Senator from Indiana——

Mr. HALE. Yes.

Mr. HEYBURN. Upon which we have not acted.

Mr. HALE. And only to that.

i Mr. HEYBURN. Yes.
¢ Mr. HALE. I so understood it.

Mr. HEYBURN., Yes.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I am delighted that the Senator from
Maine sees what the Senator from Idaho does refer to.

Mr. HALE. When the Senator shall have concluded, I wish
to call the attention of the Senate to the legislation which is
provided in the tariff bill, and which in terms as clearly and
distinetly as langunage can be framed excludes the idea not only
of any tariff commission, but of any authority on the part of
any officer of the Government to deal with the subject of a
tariff commission, or with the questions which might properly
come under a tariff commission, with rates of labor abroad, and
all other subjects-matter which might be comprehended by the
measure proposed by the Senator from Indiana, but which are
in terms absolutely excluded by the tariff legislation.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. That was my fear—that that was the
truth. But the Senator from Maine evidently was not here yes-
terday when the Senator from Rhode Island, the chairman of
the Finance Committee, in explaining what some thought was
the emasculation of the provision, but what he thought was not,
stated what powers he believed remained under a true inter-
pretation of the language. Ardent advocate as I am of a tariff
commission, I would not, independently of that and of the opin-
ions of men whose opinions I respect much more highly than I
do my own, have gone into the interpretation thus far. It dif-
fers with that of the Senator from Maine. I remembered the
statement of the Senator from Maine the other day, and I ealled
the attention of the Senator from Rhode Island to it at the time.
He said that the Senator from Maine was not correct in his
opinion.

I simply introduced the bill, I will say to the Senator from
Maine, as I said when I had the honor to begin my remarks,
in the hope that the opinion of the Senator from Rhode Island
is correct, that these experts would be appointed and that
this work would be done, and that the appropriations would be
forthcoming. If so, the bill which I reintroduced, which was
rather the modest bill of a year and eight months ago, will not
be pressed; but if it turns out for any reason this was not the
correct view of it, then the bill will be pressed, and with that
notice I was about to take my seat when I was engaged in con-
troversy. '

Mr. CLAPP. Will the Senator pardon me?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will pardon anything in the world from
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. CLAPP. Does the Senator think the statement of the
Senator from Maine is any clearer than the language of the bill
itself? I was glad to hear the Senator make the statement.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. You mean the Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. CLAPP. The Senator from Maine.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Oh!

Mr. CLAPP. Although it can not add to the clear and posi-
tive exclusion from this bill of the subject discussed and con-
sidered as a part of a tariff commission investigation.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Whatever I may think of the many ex-
cellent qualities of the language of the Senator from Maine, it
always has the supreme excellence that it is clear.

I know that a great majority of the Senate to-day is for a
tariff commission. I know that a majority of the House are.
I know there are Senators here who will not agree with me
about that, but it is true. I further know it is meeting the
unanimons, persistent, organized demands of the great busi-
ness bodies of this country. They have taken action upon it.
They have put themselves upon record. What is more, it is
the determined will of the American people.

I wish to say further to the Senator from Maine, for his in-
formation, that when I introduced this measure a year and
eight months ago, I was aware it did not have many friends,
possibly two or three in this body and fewer in the House. At
the beginning of the session that was the case, and that was the

reason Why I finally consented, having been honored by being
consulted in the preparation of the provision in the bill, to so
limited a thing as that, although, after reviewing its powers,
before these words were taken out, I think it gave the Presi-
dent broader powers than the bill itself. But the events of
this session, the difficulty of Senators earnestly searching for
the truth in finding the sources of it, the almost impossible
labors to be performed to make any sort of a balance as to
what was right and what was wrong, have converted Sen-
ators on this floor.

I have one with my vision who at the beginning of this ses-
sion met me in a friendly way and reproved me very severely
indeed for entertaining what all the business men of this coun-
try, the great majority of them, considered a necessity. That
Senator thought that the commission idea was preposterous.
He thinks differently now—he now is as earnestly for it as I
am. I remember his language, which was somewhat pictur-
esque as well as rather warm, although in a friendly way
which I appreciated, and yet that very man—and I have several
others whom I see around me—became convinced by the exigen-
cies of this session that a tariff commission is absolutely
essential.

Mr. HALE and Mr. CUMMINS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from In-
diana yield, and to whom?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. In a moment. It was absolutely essen-
tial for the doing of our work. There is a member of the
Senator’s own committee, the Committee on Finance, that
very able, that very indusirious man, the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. McCuvumBer], who in his remarkable speech upon
the lumber schedule stated that we would hereafier have to
have a commission. That came from the Benator's own com-
mittee.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President—— :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield, and to whom?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Of course I yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom?

Mr. HALE. It is almost impossible——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi-
ana yield to the Senator from Maine or to the Senator from
Towa?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I yield to the Senator from Maine and
then to the Senator from Iowa. They have been upon their
feet. I have been rather discourteous in keeping them up.

Mr. HALE. I know the Senator did not want to be dis-
courteous.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No.

Mr. HALE. But it is impossible to stay the torrent of the
Senator’'s eloquence to interject a question, which is rather the
habit and practice of senatorial debate.

What I wanted, at the time when the Senator was declaring
the conversion of the Senate to the idea of a tariff commission
and alleging the steady march made in the House in that direc-
tion, was to say to him that in conference, wherein the House
was represented by old and distinguished Members of that body,
the conferees on the part of the Senate met most deliberate and
obdurate objection to any form of a tariff commission or a re-
vival of the subject in any form or in any way that would tend
to keep the matter open. The attitude of the House and the
attitnde adopted by the conference, which is embodied in the
provisions of the bill, absolutely exclude not only the idea of a
tariff commission, but of any authority to be given to the Presi-
dent in any way to open the subject by investigation himself,
The language can not be plainer than that. .

I wanted to say to the Senate and to the Senator that when
he is declaring that not only the Senate but the House has been
converted to the idea of a tariff commission, the conference
found, setting aside the attitude of Senators, that the House
was obdurate in everything against that, in every form.

After the Senator is through I shall have something to say in
regard to it.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. With reference to the Senator's inter-
pretation of this provision, of course the Senator from Rhode
Island should be here, because the debate should be with him
upon that point. Whether or not the conferees upon this sub-
ject represented what I feel is the majority, certainly the grow-
ing opinion of both the Senate and the House is another sub-
ject which I suppose it is proper for me to comment upon. I
was speaking from my own knowledge of the attitude of
Senators on both sides of the Chamber, and 1 speak further
from the expressions, publicly made, of Senators who were
most determined against this proposition at the beginning of
the session, and I thiuk it is very creditable to them that it
should be so. I know of no reason why the Senate and the
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House should not respond to this business necessity when it
is demanded by the intelligent conclusion, after long discussion,
of the great producing interests of this country.

Let me say that one of the greatest of these is the National
Stock Raisers’ Association. They have been so insistent upon it
that they have kept one or two very distinguished men, one of
whom was our respected former colleague from Kansas, Sena-
tor Harris, on the stump for a year and more past. Great
associations of business men in the Senator’s own State and in
every other State have favored it. The Senator will remember
that last year there were presented great numbers of resolu-
tions in favor of it, and it would be no discredit to the Senate
and the House if they should respond to that advancing thought
of the people.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I yield.

Mr. CUMMINS. I observe that my friend the Senator from
Rhode Island is not here, and I rise to defend him somewhat
and to keep this as straight as possible. The Senator from
Indiana, in his usual pleasant and agreeable way, may create
the impression that the Senator from Rhode Island really
thought there was something in this bill that would enable the
body of men to be employed by the President to make an exam-
ination, such as is in substance provided for in the bill of—

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I read the Senator’'s words. I did not
conunent on them.

Mr. CUMMINS. It matters not. I want to emphasize, how-
ever, the scene of yesterday. We might just as well under-
stand, as it seems to me, that this bill annihilates every sugges-
tion of a tariff commission. It was intended to annihilate it.

Mr. HALE. It certainly does.

Mr. CUMMINS. It surely does. I do not believe in honeyed
words. I believe in looking things squarely in the face.

You will remember that while the Senator from Rhode Island
upon being interrogated yesterday attempted to avoid unduly
ruffling the feelings of those who were in favor of some form
of tariff commission, and seemed in the first instance fo pledge
his efforts in the future to an appropriation of money or such
use of the money then being appropriated as would carry for-
_ ward this work, I asked him specifically what he meant by the
use of this money to carry out the policy that was then being
discussed. I asked him what the policy was, and he answered
with the utmost frankness that it was the policy of this bill,
the tariff bill about to be enacted.

I knew the Senator from Indiana would be glad to ally the
distingnished Senator from Rhode Island upon his side, but
I do not want the people of this country to understand that
the Senator from Rhode Island has any sympathy whatsoever
with a tariff commission or with the work which is proposed
in the bill now offered by the Senator from Indiana. The
Senator from Rhode Island may be right; the Senator from
Indiana may be wrong. I am with the Senator from Indiana.

I believe profoundly in this advance, in this reform, in the
creation of a tariff commission ; but let us not beguile ourselves
with this vague idea that the men who composed the present
tariff law have any sympathy with a tariff commission. It is
a fight yet to be made, and we are just now entering upon it.
It will be one of the great struggles of the future, and we will
have to convert such men as the Senator from Maine and the
Senator from Rhode Island. We will have to do a very large
proselyting business before we get them into our camp, I be-
lieve.

I have profound faith in the argument for a tariff commis-
sion, and I have yet some lingering expectation that these dis-
tinguished gentlemen will be found under this banner some time
in the future. But let us know that they are not there now,
and that this bill, upon which we are about to vote, is the death
knell of a tariff commission, unless the policy contained in it be
reversed,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I regret to say that the Senator from
Jowa probably is right. Certainly the Senator from Maine
almost makes it clear that he is not. [Laughter.]

I can think that perhaps the gentlemen who represented the
House in the conference might almost be persuaded to possibly
cast their votes against it—Mr., Darzern and Mr. Payxe. So I
can think the Senator possgibly is right. When I rose I said
it was not my intention to push that bill, if the interpretation of
the Senator from Rhode Island put on this language, upon which
I did not comment, except to say that it was very reassuring,
was carried out. But if he is not right in his interpretation, if

he is not right as to the President’s powers under it, if Congress
should refuse to give the appropriation necessary, if it should be
found in practical experience that this was not to be and could
not be done under this language, if, in short, it should be ascer-

tained that the views of the Senator from Maine are right, then
the bill will be pressed.

I do not agree with the Senator from Iowa that the fight
is still to be made. I think much of the fight has been made.
I think that is demonstrated by the almost universal attitude
of the American press upon this subject, by the opinion of
every trade journal upon it (excepting that of the American
Protective Tariff League), by the resolutions put on record from
the great producing interests of this country—stock raising,
agricultural, manufacturing—upon this subject; by the resolu-
tions presented from boards of trade, praying in the name of
their business for this necessary business legislation.

Much of the fight has been waged already. But if it should
turn out that nothing can be done under this law, such as the
Senator from Rthode Island yesterday said could and would be
done under it, then if anybody is of the opinion that the fight
is going to stop for a moment,.let him now be undeceived.

I have said that I did not intend to press this bill unless the
Senator from Rhode Island should prove to be incorrect, and if
he is incorrect, either in his interpretation or as to the event
itself, those who have been making the fight thus far, of whom
one of the most distingnished is the Senator from Iowa, will
know how fearlessly to carry it to a victorious conclusion,

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not want the Senator from Indiana to
misunderstand me. I believe the fight has been largely made
for the people of the United States, and I believe that a very
great proportion of them want a tariff commission. When I
said the fight was but just begun, I meant the fight in the Sen-
ate of the United States, where, unfortunately, the idea which
is so popular among the people of the United States has not been
so well received.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. To show the junior Senator from Iowa
and to demonstrate to the Senator from Maine by concrete fig-
ures that the situation in the Senate is not nearly so bad from
my point of view or so good from the point of view of the Sen-
ator from Maine, I will say that when the senior Senator from
Towa a few weeks ago offered the bill which was offered some
years ago by the Senator from Rhode Island it was defeated
by only two votes in the Senate, although all the efforts of
what is known as “ the organization” were brought to bear to
defeat it, and although, as I am informed, it was defeated
finally only by the statement of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land that it was understood that I did not propose to amend
the provision of the Senate bill any further. Even then it was
defeated by only two votes. I know three Senators, and one
I am looking at now, who said to me that they voted against
that merely on that account. If in the midst of the heat of a~
tariff discussion, with the powerful, able, and determined men
in what is known as “ control of the organization ” against this
proposition, throwing all their weight against it, a tariff-com-
mission bill more far-reaching than mine came within two
votes of carrying, and certainly would have carried under other
circumstances, according to the testimony of three Senators to
me in person, I should say the outlook was preity good, espe-
cially in view of the fact that when it was introduced a year
and eight months ago I do not suppose it could have mustered
three votes in the whole Senate. That is pretty good progress,
Does not the Senator from Iowa think so? I think so.

Mr, NEWLANDS. Mr. President

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I should like to get through.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indiana
yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. BEVERIDGH. I yield. I had no idea when I began
that I should be on my feet ten minutes. I only wanted to state
what I would do.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I have been in the Chamber for only a
few minutes, but I assume that the tariff-commission plan has
been under discussion.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I have made a feeble attempt to dis-
cuss it. .

Mr. NEWLANDS. And the Senator from Maine has given
his interpretation of the minimum and maximum clause under
which the Senator from Ihode Island declared yesterday it was
within the power of the President, through his appointees, to
ascertain the cost of production at home and abroad of the arti-
cles covered by the tariff act.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The Senator from Maine did most cer-
tainly, in very clear and precise and unmistakable languege,
give his interpretation.
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Mr. NEWLANDS. T understand the Senator from Maine dif-
fered in his construction with the Senator from Rhode Island,
and that he emphatically stated that the purpose of the con-
ferees in eliminating the langnage inserted by the Senate in this
provision was to deprive the President of that power. Am I
correct in that statement?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. You are correct in that statement. I do
not presume to say nor do I think it is proper for me to say
what the Senator from Maine did say; but what he said was
very clear and unmistakable.

Mr. HALE. If at some remote period of time I shall gain-
the floor I will attempt to show what is the force of the present
provision in the tariff bill on this subject. I have not gone into
that at length, but when the Senator shall have concluded and
other Senators shall have concluded, I certainly will state my
position on that matter.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I will say, with reference to the remote
period of time, that I shall hope it will not be remote, but very
early, and I will say to the Senator, in apology for detaining
the Senate as well as himself, that he knows himself, as long as
he has been here, that I have been kept upon my feet largely
by the engaging and welcome interruptions of other Senators.

Mr. NEWLANDS. In that connection I trust the Senator
from Maine will explain how it was that the conferees on the
part of the Senate so easily yielded to the conferees of the
House against what was the expressed will of the Senate as
shown repeatedly in the debate.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, I have concluded. I did
not know that this statement—which at the outset must have
appeared to everybody to be intended to be exceedingly brief
and an expression of an intention as to what would be done in
the future in case certain interpretations put upon this lan-
guage by the Senator from Rhode Island yesterday should not
be correct, or in practical operation should not be correct—would
be so profracted. But it has been prolonged as other state-
ments here frequently are. I might conclude with this remark.
I think I mentioned it once before—not more than once, which
I think is doing pretty well: While we are perhaps the most
progressive people in the world in our industrial methods, in
the improvements we make, in the inventions we devise, in
the daring of our scientists and business men into undiscovered
ground, in the simplification of the methods of business, the
efficiency of machinery, and all of our intellectual activities of
every kind, it is one of the most peculiar facts in the history
of the world that we are backward in improving our methods
of government.

I do not mean in changing our fundamental law. I mean in
the adoption of such a necessary instrument of legislation as
this. If we have a monetary commission, an Interstate Com-
merce Commission, an Immigration Comimission, there are more
reasons for a body of experts in this line, whose sole business it
shall be to find out the facts which Congress itself can not find
out satisfactorily in the time given them; and it has seemed to
me incomprehensible that there should be any resistance to that
iden. Only the inertia of custom is a sufficient explangtion.
There are others that might be given, but I never indulge in
those. I do not think the present methods are adegquate.

I am sorry the Senator from Maine, since he is going to ex-
press his views upon this subject, could not have found it pos-
sible to have been here and heard the few reasons I have ad-
vanced for this legislation. They are not hard to understand.
They take in the history of our legislation on the tariff in the
past, the history of this movement in every other country in the
world, what has been the result of it in every other nation in the
world, the absolute necessity for it as a just and indispensable
piece of fiscal legislation.

Mr. President, it appears to me, in conelusion—and I apolo-
gize to the Senate for taking so much time; I never thought I
was going to take so much when I rese—that we, the youngest
of the nations, should also be in our legislation the most ad-
vanced of nations. We lead the world in inventions. We lead
the world in all improvements of every kind exeepting matters
of government.

Why should we stubbornly refuse, or, to use the word of the
Senator from Maine, “ obdurately” refuse—a word which he
applied to the action of the House conferees—to adopt this
method which has been found essential in the preparation of
tariff legislation in all other modern nations, and which this
session has demonstrated is necessary for intelligent and just
tariff legislation here? Why should any man of any party ob-
ject to having all the facts upon which any legislation must
be based?

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, for the last two or three days I
have been engrossed in the consideration of the very important

urgent deficiency appropriation bill; I have been engaged in
conference upon that bill, which has a great many provisions
of marked and general importance. This has kept me from the
Senate Chamber. I drifted in here a little while ago and found
the discussion proceeding upon the proposition of the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. BeveripGge] for a regularly organized tariff
commission.

Mr. President, I look upon all discussion at this stage as
academic, and . while interesting not profitable. The merit or
the demerit of the tariff bill, which I assume will soon become
law, no man ean forecast in its effect on the public. Whether
it will be accepted, whether prosperity will follow in its wake,
and business will revive and labor be employed, and instead
of men going about the streets unoccupied and clamorous they
will be engaged in the different and diversified businesses of
the country no man can tell. I can not tell. The Senator from
Texas [Mr. Bamey], who faces me, and whose mind is con-
stantly brought in attention to this matter, ean not tell. The
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Beveripee], with all his power of
forecasting and with his estimate of the tremendous progress
that his ideas have made in the last six months, can not tell
about the future.

But one thing is certain, Mr. President, and that is that when
this bill passes and is put to the test of public sentiment, and
shall work out its own way, to its own credit or its own ruin,
the American people for ten years, notwithstanding the declara- -
tion of the Senator from Indiana that everybody is for a tarifl
commission, will look with marked impatience and will frown
at any project or any plan or any tribunal that will disturb
business conditions.

That is the foundation of the objection and the opposition
that has been made and is being made and will be made to any
tribunal that shall, when this matter is settled by the bill, in
any form, by any authority, seek to open all the questions that
the tariff settles. That is the foundation of the objection and
the opposition that is made to the revival of a tariff commission,

The bill must take its eourse. The bill must take its place
with the American people, for good or for ill. I believe that it
will be followed by a revival of business, by an acceptation by
the Ameriean people of its provisions, and that the murmuring .
and the discontent and the prophesyings of evil will die away
in the course of the next year.

But I have lived long enough, Mr. President, to know that I
may be wholly wrong. It may be just the reverse. If it is, it
is not any tariff commission that will settle this question in the
foture. It will be Congress that will settle it; it will be the
House primarily and the Senate secondarily; and no tariff com-
mission will add one ounce of weight to the deliberations of the
two bodies which must at last settle all these questions.

That is the foundation; that is at the bottom of the legisla-
tion which is incorporated in the tariff bill. TLanguage can not
be plainer. As it went to conference this was the langunage:

To secure information to assist the President in the discharge cof the
duties Imposed upon him by this section, and information which shall
be useful to Congress In tariff legislation—

Mark—

and to the officers of the Government in the administration of the
customs laws, the President is hereby authorized to employ such persons
as may be ﬁ?nired to make thorough investigations and examinations
into the production, commerce, and trade of the United States and
forelign countries, and all conditions affecting the same.

Even with that language I entered my protest that it did not
cover the scheme of a tariff commission, and that if it did, with
the unsettling result of any tariff commission, the constant
agitation, the constant keeping of the subject open before the
American people, I would not vote for it.

But in conference that provision was revolutionized, and
everything in it that contemplated either a tariff commission or
the keeping open of the subject-matter was deliberately, by the
conference, stripped from its provisions and excluded.

To secure information to assist the President in the discha
duties imposed upon him by this section, and information whi:ie
useful to Congress in tariff legislation

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator allow me?

Mr. HALE. Certainly.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I thank the Senator. When I began my
remarks I called attention to the language that was stricken
out and to the language of the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, which perhaps the Senator has not read, as to what
is meant by the language that was left. It is very brief, and
if it does not interrupt the Senator, it might perhaps help him
to understand what I was talking about if I were to read what
the Senator from Rhode Island said. If it is agreeable, I will
read it.

Mr. HALE. Certainly.

of the
will be
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Mr. BEVERIDGE. Thank you.
tion by the Senator from Nevada:

Mr. ALpricH. The inclusion of the words was a compromise between
the two Houses. I will say to the Senator from Nevada, of course
with due deference to hiz judgment to the contrary, that the provision
contained In the bill Itself Is even broader than it was in the Senate,
in my jud t. It allows the President to employ whoever he pleases
without limit and to assign such duties to them as he sees fit within
the limitation of the maximum and minimum provisions and to assist
the customs officers in the discharge of their duties. Now, these two
purposesﬁ especially the latter, cover every conceivable question that is
covered by tariff legislatiom.

Mr. NEwLANDS. May I ask the Senator whether the provision as It
comes from the conferees and is contained In the conferemce report
will warrant the President in appointing men who will inquire into and
ascertain the difference In the cost of production at home and abroad
of the articles covered by the tariff.

Mr, ArpricH. Unquestionably it will, for the reason that under the
law, as it will pass in a few days, I hope, the home valuation as well
as the foreign valuation of goods 13 a matter which has to be deter-
mined by the customs officers, and that involves, of course, all collateral

uestions. I have no doubt myself that the provision as it now stands
s, as I have already stated, even broader the provision which
passed the Senate.

I thought the Senator would like to have me read that.

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, I am very glad to follow the
Senator from Rhode Island. None of us in the conduct and the
management of this bill could have added anything to the dis-
tinguished ability which that Senator has displayed on this
floor. I realize that. But I do not, Mr. President, in the
slightest degree agree with the proposition that this provision,
as embodied as the result of the conferees' deliberation, is either
a broadening of the original Senate proposition or is in any
way committing Congress or the legislation embodied in the
tariff bill to that proposition. It is precisely the reverse. You
can have nothing that shows more clearly the intent of the pro-
vision than the striking out of the words “and information
which shall be useful to Congress in tariff legislation.” That
was not done unadvisedly; it was not done in the dark; it was
not done with any doubt as to what its purpose was.

But the Senate conferees found the House conferees a rock
against any form not only of tariff commission, but of any
authority that should be given for any officer of the Government
to keep this subject open. The intention was to dispose of it
and settle it by the provision, and not only was that stricken
out, but the other clause—

To employ such persons as ma
%ﬁl;:tions and examinations into

United States and foreign countries, and all
same.

Were the conferees blind and deaf? They certainly were not
dumb, because they expressed their views in striking out of the
provision the authority to be given to the President to go into
that subject-matter, and they limited the President in terms to
this:

To secure information to asslst the President in the discharge of the
duties im upon him by this section and the officers of the Govern-
ment in the administration of the customs laws, the President is hereby
authorized to employ such persons as may be reguired.

Language can not give a more restricted scope to the au-
thority on the part of the President under this provision.
What is that authority, Mr. President? What is the business
of the President under the maximum and minimum provision?
It is not to inquire into the condition of labor in other coun-
tries the relative cost of labor there and here. He is limited
to an inquiry as to the discrimination that is made by other
countries against the United States. He so understands it. I
understand that he so understands it. I do not believe and T
do not expect and I do not fear that the President would seek
to amplify this authority.

Mr. CLAY. With the Senator’'s permission, while on that
gubject, as I understand the maximum and minimum feature
of the bill, on the 31st day of March 25 per cent additional
duties will be added to all the items in the bill unless the Presi-
dent of the United States should issue his proclamation ex-
empting the nations doing business with us from this increase.

I presume the Senator is familiar with the views of the Presi-
dent, and I presume it will be the President’s intention to ex-
empt all nations from the operation of this 25 per cent addi-
tional taxation unless those nations actually discriminate against
our country.

Mr. HALE. That is true.

Mr. CLAY. Otherwise the maximum rate would make the
bill very much an increase over the existing law. I should
think at least that the President intends to exempt all the na-
tions doing business with us from this taxation unless they dis-
criminate against us by their tariff laws.

Mr. HALE. The Senator has expressed the whole scope and
range of that proposition. It is not whether labor costs more

It was in answer fo a gues-

be required to make thorough Inves-
production, commerce, and trade of
conditions affecting the

in another country than in this commfry. It is not whether
they have enormous rates of taxation. If they have the same
rates of taxation against us that they have against other coun-
tries and there is no discrimination, that is all the President is
to inquire into. If he were to send abread men to take into
account the conditions of Mbor and the cost of labor, there
would never be any end——

Mr. CLAY. Will the Senator allow me?

Mr, HALE. I wish the Senator would let me complete my
idea. The President has nothing whatever to do with that sub-
ject. No matter how extreme a tariff measure may be, no mat-
ter what the rate of labor may be, no matter how absurdly high
the rate of another country is, if it is the same against us as it
is against all the world, the President has no power over that,
and has no right to examine into it. He has nothing more to do
with that guestion than the guestion of the corporation tax or
the proud march of the waterways commission, which has cap-
tured the imagination of the Senator from Nevada. He deals sim-
ply with the question under this provision of discrimination.
Does not the Senator from Texas [Mr. Bamrey], who studies all
these subjects, see just as plainly as I do that that is the inten-
tion? So it has become settled.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
Yyield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. HALE. I do not want to take up much of the time of
the Senate, I drifted in here and did not know this debate was
going on. I did not know even what had been said in debate
yesterday until the Senator from Indiana called my attention
to it. I must in that express my absolute dissent from the in-
terpretation the Senator from Rhode Island has given, as just
read by the Senator from Indiana. The committee did not in-
tend that, Mr. President. The committee used plain language,
and it did not mean to use language that would be construed
other than plain language. The committee was united, not only
the House conferees, but all agreed to this proposition.

When this subject came up, Mr. President, as it did in the
urgent deficiency bill, I went over this whole guestion with the
President as to his scope of duties. I showed to him that it
was not intended to keep this subject open, but to confine him
to the question of discriminations, discriminating duties and
diseriminating processes by other powers. In framing the
language of the item of appropriation that gives the President
the amount of money that he asked it has been confined strictly
to the language I have recited as a part of the tariff act. I
have no fear the President will undertake to exceed that. I do
not believe that he will. I am in favor of giving him the
money.

And, Mr. President, the President has a very hard task. He
has burdens between now and the 31st day of March, 1910, and
so have his officers under him. The officers of the State Depart,
ment, the Attorney-General, and other officers have burdens and
responsibilities and negotiations such as have never been, im-
posed upon any President. The conferees did not mean to
amplify those so that it would be impossible to execute them.
Under the terms of this enactment, which are clear and plain,
the President, between now and the 31st day of March, in con-
ducting these negotiations and getting this information, will have
no undue hours of sleep. The Secretary of State will have little
opportunity for the leisure that business men and public men
require in order to maintain their proper health and proper
power of work. Every one of them will be overworked under
the provisions that we have put in here. The urgent deficiency
bill limits the appropriation in that way, and that was adopted
unanimously by the conferees of the two bodies.

I did not mean to speak, Mr. President; I had no thought of
it when I came in here—

Mr. NEWLANDS. Will the Senator permit me to ask him
a question?

Mr. HALE. But I could not permit it, Mr. President, to go
unexplained with nothing said, when it is intimated that we
are committed and may be committed to a policy on the part of
the President that will open this whole subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Maine
yield to the Senator from Nevada?

AMr. BEVERIDGE. Will the Senator permit me a moment?

Mr. HALE. I yield first fo the Senator from Nevada, and
then I will yield to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I wish fo ask the Senator from Maine
whether it is his purpose in shaping the conference report upon
this subject to prevent the President from ascertaining in any
case the cost of production at home and abroad of the articles
covered by the tariff act? :

Mr. HALE. He has nothing whatever to do with that.
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hgr. BEVERIDGE, Mr, President, will the Senator yield to
me?

Mr. HALE. Certainly.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. With reference to the Iast answer, that
is what I understood the Senator from Maine to say the other
day. The difference between the interpretation of the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. Avprica] and the Senator from Maine
[Mr. Hare] is very clear and positive.

Mr. HALE. I bhad not seen that until the Senator read it;
but it does not change my attitude. 4

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I understand that perfectly well. I will
say to the Senator from Maine that what the Senator from
Rhode Island understood about this was the view I had taken
of it myself, and I was very much reassured.

Mr. HALE. It was the view of all the conferees; and I
am g(l;rprlsed that any other theory should have been ad-
vanced.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. But it was advanced by the chairman
of the Finance Committee and of the conference. I will make
things clear. I was reassured, and pleased, as every friend
of or believer in this necessary aid to legislation was, when
the broad interpretation was put upon it yesterday by the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. Precisely the question that the Sena-
tor from Nevada [Mr. NEwraxps] asked the Senator from
Maine [Mr. Hare] a moment ago, was asked the Senator from
Rhode Island yesterday about the ascertaining of the cost of
production here and abroad, and again I read. The Senator
from Rhode Island responded :

Mr. ALDRICH. Unwecuoﬁabgf it apill, for the reason that under the
law, as it will pass in a few ags, I hope, the home valuation as well
as the foreign valuation of goods is a matter which has to be deter-
mined by the customs officers, and that involves, of course, all collateral
questions. I have no doubt mysclf that the provision as it now stands
is, as 1 have already stated, evem broader than the provision which
passed the Senate.

I am quite willing to say, however, that so far as I was concerned,
and 8o far as the Senate conferees were concerned, we tried our best to
have the language kept in as it passed this body.

Mr. President, I had not in any way quoted the President,
nor had I myself attributed to the President any interpretation
whatever. 1 have never done that; I have never felt that I
was in any position to do so; but on that point I called the
attention of the Senate and of the Senator from Maine—
although I would have much preferred to have kept that ques-
tion out of the discussion—that it was introduced by the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island himself yesterday on his own motion, in
the foilowing words, after I had myself asked him whether that
interpretation that he gave did not differ from that of the
Senator from Maine, and he said:

Mr. ArpricH. I did not happen to be lg)resenl: when the Senator from
Maine made a statement on the subject, but I am stating my own views,

which are clearly carried out, in my judgment, by the language used
4in the act.

Then he further stated, in answer to the Senator from
Nevada, this:
Mr. ArpricH. I think I ean say, without betraying the confidence

of the President, that the views which I entertain are also the views
entertained by the President of the United Btates.

Mr. President, the views of the Senator from Maine as to
what this language means I had been inclined to believe to be
correct: I mean as to the extent of the power under this clause.
But abler, more experienced, more learned, and more responsi-
ble men than myself, notably the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, interpret it quite otherwise. So I rose this morning and
reintroduced the tariff-commission bill, stating that if his inter-
pretation was to prove correct and that interpretation was car-
ried out, then, of course, the American people would have se-
cured what they had demanded, a board of experts to find out
these facts; but that if it did not—as I feared the language
was not broad enough to enable it to do so—if it did not prove
that broad, or if the event showed that nothing could be done
under it, or if Congress should fail in an appropriation for
it, then the tariff-commission bill will be passed, but otherwise
it will not.

I call the attention of the Senator from Maine again—I am
sorry I did not give him the genesis of my poor and inten-
tionally brief remarks at the beginning—to this language of
the Senator from Rhode Island, which, he said, was the opinion
of every Senate conferee, and then further went on, on his own
motion, without being questioned regarding it, and said it was
the opinion of the President himself.

I have not quoted the President at any time; and I make it a
practice never to do so, either privately or publiely. It is too
great a responsibility. I do not criticise others who do so, but
I do not. The Senator from Maine will admit that this lan-

guage of the Senator from Rhode Island was rather reassuring
to those of us who believe in this method of legislation.

Mr. HALE. Altogether too much so.

Mr. President, bearing upon the agitation upon this subject,
and the action of outside bodies and of associations urging a
tariff commission, I meant to put in the Recorp and have read
by the Secretary the circular which I send to the desk, which
shows in a way the methods that are behind the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Beveripge], not that he has anything to do with
them, and the agitation and the determination to force a tariff
commission at one time or another upon us. This is headed:

Headquarters executive committee of the general committee of one

hundred for a tariff commission, %ppointed by national convention held
Indianapolis, Ind., February 16, 17, 18, 1909.

If T mistake not, the Senator from Indiana contributed to the
interest on that occasion by a few impromptu remarks that he
submitted. As showing the methods of this organization and
the view that such associations have of Congress, and of the re-
sponsibility of Congress, I ask the Secretary to read this cir-
cular, which they have distributed as a part of their campaign
ji;gr a tariff commission. I ask Senators to listen to it care-

1ly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The Secretary will read as
requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

Headquarters executive committee of the general committee of one

hundred for a tariff commission, appointed by national convention held
Indianapolis, Ind., February 16, 17, 18, 1909.
CHICAGO, April 22, 1909,

To the committee of “ one hundred” and delegates to Indianapolis
convention.

GENTLEMEN : As you have been previously advised, it will require ap-
roilmately $25,000 to put a tariff-commission law upon the statute
ooks.

Mr. HALE. Think of that!

The Secretary resumed, and concluded the reading of the
letter, as follows:

The executive committee have the machinery in operation to secure
the ends sought, but unfortunately funds are not coming in in volume
sufficient to !le for this machinery.

It is absolutely essential that we have money at once, and I would
therefore urge your personally interesting yourself in the matter and
gecure an appropriation through your organization or otherwise for the
support of the movement.

All funds should be sent immediately to Mr. Henry R. Towne,
treasurer, care of Merchants' Association of New York, 66-72 Lafayette
street,

Advices from Washington are to the effect that the next two weeks
will declde the guestion, and we absolutely must push our publicity
campaign during that time, and our doing so rests entirely in your
proper answer to this appeal.

Respectfully, A. L. GORTZMANN, Secretary.

H. F. M1LES,
Chairman Ezecutive Committee.

P. S.—Inclosed find newspaper clipping for insertion in your local
papers. Keep the papers filled with interviews and editorial stuff, and
mail marked copies to Washington.

Mr. GAMBLE obtained the floor.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South
Dakota yleld to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. GAMBLE. I yield to the Senator from Indiana for a
moment.

‘Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, it is unnecessary to say
that I never saw nor heard of a letter of that kind, and did.not
know that there was such a thing as a commiitee of one hun-
dred. But I see nothing whatever improper in that letter. The
Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] has referred to it, not in-
definitely, but by innuendo, as though these most honorable
business men were using money for an improper purpose, when
the letter itself shows that they said they must push their pub-
licity campaign. Why, Mr. President, are they——

Mr. HALE. What does the writer of the letter mean when
he says it will take $25,000 to put this bill through the Seuate
and the House? What does he mean by that?

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If he used any such language as that, I
suppose that what he meant is to be interpreted by the rest of
the letter. Does the Senator dare impute improper uses? He
dare not. These are as honorable men as he. It is not for me
to interpret the letter.

The Senator, however, refers to what kind of agitation is back
of this, and I want to refer to it now a moment myself. It
seems offensive to the Senator from Maine that citizens of
the United States should have the temerity to ask their Con-
gress—their servants and not their masters—to pass laws
which they feel are necessary to their prosperity. Their serv-
ants, not their masters, I repeat, for the Senator from Maine
seems to think we are their masters and not their servants.
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Has it come to this in the oligarchy of our legislation that
even the right of petition is to be denied? That is going be-
yond anything that exists in Europe.

Let me say to the Senator from Maine that when I first
presented this bill, a year and eight months ago, a part‘of the
agitation for it was supported by the National Grange, with a
great many hundreds of thousands, and, I believe, more than
a million farmers in this country in its membership; the Na-
tional Stock Raisers’ Association, the National Manufacturers’
Association, and perhaps more than 100 of the other most im-
portant commercial bodies in this country. Did they not have
a right to agitate for what they believed to be necessary? Is
it an offense to Congress or to the Senator from Maine that
great bodies of producers should actually have the temerity to
demand legislation which they conceive to be essential to their
welfare? I know the Senator from Maine does not think any
such thing as that. Does he? Let him answer.

, Mr. President, I say without fear of successful contra-
diction that there has been back of this movement for the last
few years a larger number of organized bodies of producers
than ever agitated for any fiscal law in our history. I think
that is perfectly proper. I think it is their right as citizens
if they feel that legislation is demanded; I think it is their
duty as citizens. While we may not agree with their wisdom,
certainly it is not for us fo question their right or their
motives.

I can imagine that bodies of men like those might write let-
ters containing language that was not very apt, whieh, in my
opinion, would be imprudent; but no such reference as that to
as honorable a man as Mr. Towne can for a moment discredit
that great body of respectable business men, manufacturers,
farmers, and stock growers, who have for more than two years
been praying for this legislation.

I said a moment ago that perhaps the most active organiza-
tion which was asking for this was the National Stock Raisers’
Association. I happen to be acquainted with some of its offi-
cers, as other Senators here are. No better body of men live in
this Republic. They think they are merely exercising their
right, and I do not believe the Senator from Maine will deny
them that right. If a Senator arises to speak here for a cause
in which he believes, it does not derogate from the weight of
that cause that great bodies of men feel the necessity of this
legislation so much that they hold conventions, organize, pass
resolutions, conduct publicity campaigns, and bring every other
proper influence possible to bear upon Congress, to the enlight-
enment of our minds and the persuasion of our convictions, It
is too large a thing to indict thousands and millions of men.
Edmund Burke said, “ You can not indiet a people.” They are
exercising merely their right.

I have presented their case here briefly; and I would not
have even presented that, because I merely rose a little while
ago, or a good while ago now, to say something with reference
to the statement of the Senator from Rhode Island, but inter-
ruptions from other Senators led me to give the reasons why
the Senate and House of Representatives should enact this
essential legislation, and that it is supported by the most
important bodies of producers in this country should not be
considered as weighing against it. Let the Senator from
Maine look elsewhere for improper things; he can find them
without looking far. It is outrageous to try to besmirch these
noble men when there are others who deserve besmirching.

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. President, I beg the indulgence of the
Senate for a few moments while I call its attention as well as
the attention of the members of the conference committee, to
certain parts of paragraph 262 and to section 9 of the pending
bill. I read that part of paragraph 262 to which I specially
desire to address myself. .

Flaxseed ol' l!nseed and other oil seeds not speci.nlly prov!ded for In

t‘hls section, 25 cents per bushel of 56 pounds t no-draw-
back shal lni)a allowed upon oll cake made from impnrted seed..

I read so much of the paragraph, Mr. President, to disclose,
as applied to this proposition, the text and the form in which
the bill eame from the House. As applied to flaxseed, there
was a prohibition as to the drawback as it affected oil cake, the
product of flaxseed. That was the affirmative action of the
House. When the bill was reported by the Finance Committee to
the Senate it proposed as an amendment to strike out the words:

But no drawback shall be allowed upon oil cake made from Imported

When the item was reached and the matter was before the
Senate for consideration I called the attention of the chairman
of the Finance Committee to it and proposed to be heard
thereon. I opposed the amendment offered by the Committee

on Finance, and was in favor of the paragraph as passed by the
House. It was suggested, Mr. President, at that time by the
chairman that the amendment showid be agreed to, and it was
stated that an additional amendment covering the drawback
would subsequently be reported from the Committee on Finance.
It was further suggested, if I were not entirely satisfied with
the form and effect of the amendment to be offered, we would
again return to paragraph 262 and it would be open for further
consideration. With this suggestion I was entirely satisfied.
Later the Committee on Finance reported the following, and it
was embodied in the bill as section 9:

Bec. 9. That the drawback provisions of this act shall not apply to
wheat, dwheat flour, or flaxseed, or to the product or by-products of

I will address myself, Mr. President, to the conference report
as it affects the drawback in relation to flaxseed. The senior
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. MoCumeer] will take up the
matter of wheat and wheat flour in connection with section 9.

It appears that the House of Representatives affirmatively
legislated upon this proposition and prohibited a drawback
upon the products of flaxseed. The Senate committee pro-
posed, and the Senate passed, a prohibition as to the drawback
on the products of flaxseed. The two Houses were in agree-
ment, and the only subject in conference was a slight variance
in the wording of the two provisions. It was my purpose,
Mr. President, to ask to be heard; but when the amendment
was reported from the Finance Commiitee it seemed imma-
terial to me as affecting flaxseed whether the original draw-
back provision of the House was retained, or whether section 9,
reported by the Committee on Finance and passed by the Senate
was retained. I preferred the provisions of section 9, for the
reason it applied also to wheat and wheat flour. In this situation
the subject-matter went into conference. It comes out of the
conference, Mr. President, very much to my surprise, where
there was a concurrence in this legislation, affirmatively enacted
by both Houses, and only varying slightly in the language used,
with both of these provisions eliminated.

To say I was surprised is stating it mildly. It seems to me
this is asserting a new and an enlarged rule as to the power of a
conference committee. It occurs to me that when there was con-
currence upon a specific proposition by both Houses, as in this
case, there was nothing in conference thereon, and it was the
duty of the conference committee to report one or the other
of these provisions.

Mr. President, if this rule is to be applied, it puts flaxseed
and its products under the general drawback provision. The
House provision was a reenactment of the Dingley law, a pro-
vision which has been upon the statute books for more than
twelve years. To leave the provision in its present form, to my
mind, is grossly inequitable and ought not to be allowed. I
appreciate the embarrassment and the practical impossibility
at this time of recommitting the bill. Were it possible or feas-
ible to do so, I certainly would favor that course, that this
manifest error or oversight might be corrected.

The general provision as to drawback in section 25 of the
pending bill is as follows:

That where Imported materials on which duties have been
used in the manufacture of articles manufactured or produ
Ulg;:d bitntes there ghall be allowed on the im

a &i in amount to the dutles pald
less 1 per cent of such duties.

Perhaps, Mr. President, it may be somewhat academic to dis-
cuss the question at this time, but I regard it of so much im-
portance to the northwestern section of our country that I feel
justified in submitting some observations upon it to the Senate,
and especially to the Senate conferees.

Mr. President, by the adoption of the conference report it
places the products of flaxseed under the general provision of
the law as it relates to drawback, and gives the importer what,
to my mind, is an undue advantage, and places in an insecum
position the producers of flaxseed, which under existing law
are now protected by a duty of 25 cents per bushel

The production of flax has been greatly stimulated under the
present rate of duty. The farmers have largely increased the
acreage and the production has been wonderfully and rapidly
developed.

In the year 1898, succeeding the passage of the Dingley law,
the production of flax in the United States aggregated 12,500,000
bushels, with an average export price per bushel of 8.9 cents,
with a total valuation of $11,237,500. For the year 1908, as
shown by the statistics of the Government, the production of
flax aggregated 25,805,000 bushels, with an average price per
bushel of $1.184, and a total farm wvaluation of $30,577,000. I
submit a table taken from the Crop Reporter of December 26,

d are
in the
tatlon of such articles
on the materials used,
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1908, published by authority of the Secretary of Agriculture,
for the year 1908, showing the States where flaxseed is pro-
duced, the acreage, production, and valuation, as follows:

Flaxseed.
Priee
State or Territory. Yield per Total
Acreage, | per | Froduc- |puener|  farm
acre. ® Decem-
ber1 cember 1,
Acres. | Bush. | Bushels
Wisconsin 25,000 | 16.0 400, $1.15 £460,000
Mi ta 427,000 | 10.6 | 4,526,000 | 1.20 | 5,431,000
Iowa 33,000 | 10.9 860,000 | 1,10 304,000
Missourl ______________.___.| 96,000 7.0 182,000 | 1.08 187,000
North Dakota oo ______ 1,580,000 9.0 | 13,770,000 | 1.19 | 16,386,000
South Dakota 550,000 | 10.7 | 5,885,000 | 1.19 | 7,008,000
Nebraska 15,000 11.0 165,000 | 1,12 185,000
Kansas 68,000 6.5 877,000 | 1.02 85,000
Oklahoma 6,000 6.0 36,000 | 1.10 40,000
Montana =3 9,000 | 11.5 104,000 | 1.00 104,000
United States......._..| 2,679,000 9.6 | 25,805,000 | 1.18% | 80,577,000

It will be observed from the foregoing table that the produc-
tion of flax is largely centered in the Northwestern States. In
Minnesota, North and South Dakota the aggregate production
for 1908 was 24,181,000 bushels, valued at $28,820,000. These
States during the last year produced 93.7 per cent of the total
crop of the United States. Under the protection afforded by
existing law the farmers in the section referred to have been
encouraged to engage in the production of this crop, and it has
been greatly stimulated in consequence and has proved to be
most profitable. Under such conditions I do not believe it is
either wise or just that any modification should be made of
existing law. If conditions are to be changed, and the existing
duty directly or indirectly to be interfered with, I am satisfied
it will work great injury to the producers of this important
product. So successful has the cuoltivation of this crop become,
and so remunerative to the agriculturists of this particular
section, that there is produced now practically sufficient for
the consumption of the American people.

Prior to the imposition of the duty there was a large impor-
tation of flax. During the year 1895, under the Wilson-Gorman
law the importation aggregated 4,166,222 bushels. In the year
1907, under the stimulus and encouragement given to this
particular industry, and under the prohibition as to drawback,
only 82,806 bushels were imported.

As a further result from the imposition of the duty of 25
cents per bushel, good prices have been maintained for this
product, and the farming interest has received the full share
and advantage of this protection.

I have before me the Daily Commercial Record, published
at Duluth, Minn., April 8, 1909, in which the following prices
of flax are quoted: Duluth, $1.674; Minneapolis, $1.65%; Win-
nipeg, $1.353. It will be observed the advantage is clearly in
favor of the American farmer and that the price at Winnipeg
is less by the rate of duty and freight charges.

Should the law be modified as proposed I fear it will injure
the interests of the producers of flax, imperil and discourage its
production, lessen the price, and in the end compel the farmers
engaged in its production to largely abandon the crop. The
farmers would be endangered by large importations from the
Canadian producers, as well as importations on our eastern
seacoast. The area for the production of this crop in Canada
is almost limitless, and on account of its cheaper lands its pro-
ducers there would have a decided advantage over the American
farmer.

Mr. President, as a direct result of the protective policy of
the Government upon this product and the great increase in its
production there have been established many industries in the
West directly in touch with the source of supply for the manu-
facture of flaxseed into oil and oil cake. The policy of the Gov-
ernment not alone has encouraged the cultivation and produe-
tion of flax, but at the same time it has encouraged and prac-
tically invited the investment of large amounts of capital for the
production and reducing of flaxseed into the finished product of
oil and oil cake. The present modification, in my judgment,
will not only affect the price of the product to the farmer, but
will fmperil the large investment of capital engaged in the man-
ufacture of the finished produets of flaxseed.

I find from the report of the census for 1005 there were 30
linseed oil mills in operation in the United States, with an in-
vested capital of $9,849,605. The aggregate cost of material
used for that year was $23,153,151 and the value of the product

was $27,577,152. Thirteen hundred and forty-nine wage-earners
were employed and the wages paid for 1905 aggregated $783,204,
It is further shown these establishments are located largely in
the West and the great majority of them come in close touch
with the areas of production. Six are located in New York and
one in Pennsylvania, and, as I am informed, mostly upon the
Atlantic seaboard.

It is my understanding that under present conditions flaxseed
for the eastern mills is largely shipped from the source of sup-
ply in this country by lake transportation. In no sense under the
present law are the Atlantic Coast mills placed at a disadvan-
tage with their western competitors for the reason that freight
by water from Duluth to the seacoast is 6 to 8 cents less per
bushel than on the products of flaxseed by rail transportation.

Over 75 per cent of the oil cake produced comes to the Atlan-
tic coast for export. The oil cake is practically two-thirds of the
weight of the flaxseed and the oil produced therefrom one-third.

It is not my purpose to ask for an advantage for one section
of our country over another, nor is it my purpose to make any
special argument in behalf of the manufacturers of the West
over the East only as the proposed change, to my mind, affects
the producers of flaxseed. In my judgment, as production has
been encouraged and developed, and the amount of production
has been greatly augmented by the existing law, and as the
production of flaxseed has been profitable not only to the farmer,
but to the manufacturer, the interests of neither should be
imperiled or endangered, but the production and manufacture
thereof should be encouraged and maintained and conditions
remain as they are without hazarding their mutual prosperity
by the proposed modification of the law.

As I have stated, the production of flaxseed has so increased
under present conditions that now it practically supplies the
American market, and if conditions remain as they are, that
demand will be more than met, so that we will be in position
not only to supply fully our own market, but to export this prod-
uct if this proves advantageous. If, however, the law is to be
modified as suggested and importation is to be permitted and a
drawback allowed of 99 per cent of the duty paid on the exported
product, I am apprehensive the stability of the price of flaxseed
will be invaded, uncertainty arise, and the success not only of
the production of flaxseed be endangered, but the western manu-
facture of its products as well.

If a new rule is to be applied, it practically means the importa-
tion of flaxseed with the payment of the duty provided by law,
and this will permit the export of either of the manufactured
products of oil cake or linseed oil with a drawback or refund of
99 per cent of the duty paid on the importation of the flaxseed.
In other words, the manufacturer will be permitted to reduce
flaxseed to linseed oil or oil cake and permit him to export either
of the products with the relative proportion of the drawback. It
would allow the importation of flaxseed wpon payment of the
duty, and as 75 per cent of oil cake is exported, the oil could he
retained and the drawback recovered on the oil cake exported,
which would mean a return of practically two-thirds of the duty
paid. The law would also permit the export of both products of
the seed, and this would insure the full return of the drawback
provided by the statute.

Although we now produce sufficient flaxseed and linseed oil
for domestic consumption, if this new rule is to be applied and
the drawback permitted upon oil cake, it certainly must result
in the importation of large amounts of flaxseed, increase the
domestic production of our own mills from foreign flax, and as
a result will reduce the price of flaxseed, which in every sense
will be inimiecal to the American producer of this product and
especially to the Western farmer.

Flaxseed from Argentina and other South American coun-
tries will be imported under conditions which would make it
at a much less price than what the American farmer now re-
ceives for his flax, would depress the market as well as the
price of the product, and imperil, if not utterly destroy, this
great industry. The northwestern farmer would, as a result,
be compelled to discontinue the cultivation of this profitable
crop and change to other lines of production. It would put the
American farmer in an unfair competition with the South
American producer of this product, where it is raised on sheep
land, with low rates of wages and cheap ocean freight rates,
and would in the end be little short of free trade in this great
staple.”

Further than this, it would place the western mills in an
unequal competition and practically helpless as against the
establishments located on the Atlantic seaboard. None of the
advantages could be realized by the western manufacturer,
for the reason, in order to compete with their eastern rivals in
the purchase of imported flaxseed on our eastern seaboard,
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they would be compelled to pay freight rates from the Atlantic
ports to their mills in the West and reship at least part of the
oil produced and three-fourths of the oil cake to the eastern
seaboard for export.

It would entirely destroy competition as between the manu-
facturers under existing law and would seriously cripple, if not
entirely destroy, the western manufacturer. This in turn would
react on the western farmer, and as a general result would
destroy confidence in the industry, break down the American
market, reduce the price of the product, and in the end, if not
entirely destroy, would seriously oppress, the producer of flax-
seed in the United States. Instead of there being a price
fixed for the product in the American markets, it would be
lowered to the range of the European price.

It is my understanding the American Linseed Oil Company
controls a large linseed oil mill on Staten Island and also one
at Philadelphia, and these practically represent the Standard
0Oil interests. I am further informed the lead trust has a
large mill in the city of Brooklyn, and there are no independent
mills on the eastern seaboard outside of the control of these
great interests. It is my understanding the mills in the West
are owned and operated largely independent of the trust, and
of the 30 oil mills, as shown by the report of the census for
1905, 24 of them are in the West.

The export of oil cake for the year 1908 agegregated 696,135,
362 pounds, valued at $9,175,559. The export of linseed oil for
1907 was 450,208 gallons, valued at $203,712, clearly demon-
strating, with the limited importation of flaxseed and the
exportation of linseed oil and oil ecake, the production in the
United States at the present time more than supplies the
American market. I submit the following memoranda as to the
price of flaxseed, linseed oil, and oil cake in this country and
abroad, with additional data, and ask that the same be printed
as a part of my remarks:

The attached ?uotations, we think, show that at present the north-
western farmer is getting the duty on flax. They show a value for
Argentine seed of 5 cents per bushel less in Europe than in New York,
and a value of $1.50 per ton of 2,000 pounds cake more in Europe than
in New York (equal to about 3 cents per bushel). It does not seem
possible to change very much these comparative values. They have
existed for generations, and to encourage the exportation of linseed oil
we would have to admit flax free and pnly an export bounty of more
than 8 cents per bushel on its produets. The desire for a drawback on
oil cake, we think, can only explained by the desire to produce
cheaper oll from imported flax, and when this cheaper oll is offered in
this country our mills must offer less for American-grown flax,

The growing of flax, its manufacture into oils, paints, varnishe
etc., has been encouraged; capital has been invested; labor has foun
employment in the Northwest. At the same time the Atlantie coast
oil mills are at no disadvantage in working American flax. They re-
ceive their flax from Duluth by water, at a freight cost of 6 to 8 cents
per bushel less than the freight on the products of a bushel of flax; and
over 75 per cent of the oil cake produced in this country goes to the
coast for export, pkyln% freight to the coast in competition with the
eastern mills. Oil cake is about 66 per cent in weight of the flax,

The only advantage to be derived from a drawback on cake s to the
Atlantle coast mills, enabling them to use foreign flax and to cease to
use American flax.

This would lead to a diminished demand and value for American flax,
reducing the acreage, and destroying the profitable system of cultivation
now prevailing in the Northwest.

Values.
Fln:;seed Linseed off| O cake
(gallons), (2,000
pounds). pounds).
New York (no duty) §1.42 0,58 $31.00
T RSN e R e e
i‘gf;lwarp ! 1.37 .35 82,50
Rotterlam. . ooceomeeeeeee
Minpeapolis. o= o .. oL 1.67 50 27.00
Puluth - = st
‘Winnipeg. b3 e BB, Sl T

Northwestern flax would be worth in New York about $1.70 to $1.75.

Mr, President, to my mind the proposition is unfair and un-
just to the producers of flaxseed, and I am confident it will
endanger and imperil this important industry. Under existing
law the producers and manufacturers have prospered and the
industry in all respects has succeeded. While other interests
are being protected under the proposed measure, should this
change in the law be made it will place this interest at a
serious disadvantage and in an unfair and unequal competition
with foreign competitors, and I am afraid if it did not de-
stroy it would most seriously cripple it, No sufficient reason has
been shown why there should be a modification or change of
existing law. As the interest has prospered and developed to a
marked degree under the present law, to my mind it is the

course of wisdom and of fair dealing neither to modify nor
change existing conditions. !

I am gratified we have the assurance of the cooperation
and support of the Committee on Finance to secure the passage
of a joint resolution correcting the error and restoring the
provisions of the pending law. In this, I have confidence, it
will meet with the approval of both Houses.

Mr. President, I beg the indulgence of the Senate for a few
moments independent and unrelated to the question I have had
under consideration. The declaration of the national Repub-
lican platform of last year upon the question of tariff revision
has been the subject for the expression of many divergent views
during this debate. Its declaration as to the prineciple that
should guide us in the subjects under consideration, it occurs
to me, is most clear and emphatic. It states:

In all tariff legislation the true principle of protection is hest main-
tained by the imposition of such duties as will equal the differenee be-
tween the cost of production at home and abroad, together with a
reasonable profit to American industries.

As to the clearness and meaning of the rule laid down there
should be no controversy. The difference in the cost of produc-
tion at home and abroad should be susceptible of demonstration,
and with that determined the rate of difference should be fixed,
and in addition to that a preference given to American capital
for its investment, with a reasonable profit.

In any revision had this principle should be invoked so that
the American wage-earner in every sense shall be protected as
against the wage scale of foreign competitors and the American
capitalist assured a reasonable guaranty on his investment.
In no other way can our own people be protected against the
ture;gdn producer and manufacturer and our home market pre-
served.

Since the enactment of the Dingley law our industrial system
has been greatly modified. Innumerable changes have taken
place in the process of manufacture. Labor-saving machinery,
in many cases, has displaced the slower and more costly method
of production. Labor, with the newer appliances and better
equipment, has become more efficient. In many of our products
we are unable to compete in the markets of the world. During
this time, although the relative rate of wages has increased, I
believe, as a whole, the cost of production in many lines has
been reduced. This fact should and ought to be considered in
the fixing of the rates, and especially so as between those of the
law of 1897 and the proposed measure.

Full regard should and ought to be given to the wage-earner
and to invested eapital in manufacture; but it is high concern
to both and to the prosperity of our people as a whole that a
just} and_equal consideration should be shown the consuming
publie,

No prosperity can be permanent and general unless the bene-
fits sought to be extended under the law shall directly or in-
directly apply alike to every element of our population. No rate
should be placed so high as to make the possibility of importa-
tion absolutely prohibitive, and thereby deny the entrance of
the product to our market altogether and give opportunity to
monopoly and an undue exaction from the public.

I trust the information proposed to be secured under the pro-
visions of the pending bill, though greatly circumscribed and
limited from the original provision, may be enlarged by the
Executive that it may include the data as to the cost of pro-
duction and of the wage scale and its efficiency at home and
abroad, so that any future Congress, when it takes up a revi-
sion of the tariff, in whole or in part, may have definite and
certain information upon these supreme questions to guide it in
its determinations, which have been almost wholly lacking in
the present instance.

It may be admitted that from the declaration of the plat-
form or from the official proceedings of the national convention
it ean not be demonstrated that it was in the mind of the con-
vention either for a downward or an upward revision. It
seems to me, however, from what occurred preceding and sub-
sequent to the convention and prior to the election in Novem-
ber, the manifest purpose and intention of the Republican party
was, owing to the changed conditions since the enactment of the
exigting law, the revision should generally be downward as
far as it could safely and prudently be had within the rule laid
down in the platform itself. At the same time it was also just
as clearly understood that certain increases might be necessary,
but as to these it was felt under the existing rates they were
limited and exceptional.

Mr. Taft two years prior to his nomination had declared for
revision, and this was against an element of the party known to
be opposed to such a course. A large element of the party for
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some years had insisted upon a revision of the tariff, and had
attacked certain of the schedules as excessive and urged the
necessity for a revision downward. To my mind the pledge
of the party at Chicago was an answer and an assurance to
that element of the party that had insisted upon a revision,
and a revision downward, within the rule as stated in the
platform.

It is unnecessary here to review or restate the declarations
of the party candidate subsequent to his nomination and prior
to the election. To my mind a fair construction of his position,
and which, I believe, was accepted and understood by the Re-
publican party of the country as an interpretation of the plat-
form upon this question, as well as the purpoese and intention of
the party itself, meant a revision downward, within the rule
stated in the platform. The Republican electors of the country
gave full faith to their candidate and to their party on this ques-
tion, having the fullest confidence in both, and that in the re-
vision to be had the obligations in all respeets would be
fulfilled.

The demand within the party for a revision was insisted upon,
it must be admitted, by those who believed in the lowering of
certain of the rates. It can not be contended that the declara-
tion of the platform was in answer fo a demand for a revision
upward, for the reason no such demand had been insisted upon.
Those who were opposed to revision were satisfied with existing
rates, except in a most limited number of cases, and they were
willing to forego the raising of these in order to maintain the
existing rates upon the other schedules. I feel that such was
the understanding of the Republican party generally throughout
the country.

I have sought to govern myself in my votes so far cast on the
pending bill by the rule laid down in my party platforms, both
state and national. I was anxious that such rates should be
levied in all of the schedules so that the bill, when completed,
would meet the just expectations of the country and the Re-
publican party as a whole be satisfied with its provisions. If
g0, the question will be settled for years to come; otherwise,
insistence for revision will be continued and the demand there-
for constantly renewed. The agitation for revision itself brings
disturbance and uncertainty, and always when it is undertaken
the business interests of the country suffer great loss. With
the question settled, and settled rightly, I have confidence the
country is ready for a great uplift and revival in its business
activities and development, surpassing perhaps anything in our
history.

Th?protecﬁve policy of the Republican party from its in-
auguration has given the country an opportunity for its greatest
development. For nearly fifty years, with only one exception,
it has been the fixed and permanent policy of the Government.
During that time our progress and development have been un-
equaled in the history of the world. It has added to our
wealth, developed our resources, extended our commerce, and
multiplied our activities; and under its benign influence we
have become the dominant force amongst the governments of
the world.,

Since the inauguration of the protective policy we have accu-
mulated and added to our material wealth upward of $100,000,-
000,000, which is one-fourth of the wealth of civilization.
Under the same policy, and the range of prices therefor, from
the wealth of the soil in agriculture, its product is the greatest

_in value each year of any government in the world. There has
. been built up under the same system our manufacturing estab-
lishments that produce each year practically one-third of the
manufactured product of the world. As a result our export
trade exceeds that of any of the governments of civilization.

A policy that has done so much for our material development
and in the accumulation of such surpassing wealth, and has
brought such prosperity to our people as a whole, should re-
ceive the most eritical and painstaking care in the matters now
in hand that in no way our prosperity should be endangered or
the bulwark of protection broken down, but the system strength-
ened and fortified to insure our future development and accom-
plishments.

I would not claim that our wonderful developmeént and pros-
perity are alone due to the protective policy of the Republican
party. In my judgment, however, it has given the fullest and
most enlarged opportunities to our own people to do their own
work, to employ their own ecapital, to maintain and preserve
their own market, and not to suffer displacement in either in the
world's competition. It has reserved to the American wage-
earner tnequaled opportunities and has protected him against
foreign competition and the lower level of wages and of living

AvGusT 4,

in other lands. Under any economic system our first concern

should be the protection of the home market.

Our annual production is enormous, and this system has pro-
tected labor, given it employment at the highest rate of wages
paid anywhere, and our consuming power not only of the raw

but of the manufactured products far surpasses that of any

other people. Our production for last year was substantially
as follows:

Farm products
Mineral productions

Forests and fisheries
Manufactured products

Total
Of this enormous production, we consume practically 94 per

§8, 000, 000, 000
2, 000, 000, 000
1, 000, 000, 000

15, 000, 000, 000

26, 000, 000, 000

cent, leaving only 6 per cent to be exported. Our home market

therefore, representing such a great aggregate, should have our
first concern and at all hazards should be protected against
undue foreign competition. In no way should the rates of duty
be lowered that our foreign competitor may enter our market
and take advantage of our own labor and imperil the invest-
ment of our capital engaged in the production of our enormous
manufactured product or in any way endanger a system and
condition that has brought about such marvelous results. i

I would not be understood, however, that I believe the rates
should be made prohibitive. The rule, as stated in our plat-
form as to the difference in the cost of production with a rea-
sonable advantage to American capital so invested, is the true
principle. At such a rate our wage-earners and our manu-
facturers would have just protection against foreign competi-
tion, and the consuming public would be protected from the
possibility of unjust and unreasonable exactions.

Having accumulated such vast wealth, and having developed
our industries so that our production has been so rapidly accel-
erated, and under a system that has given employment to labor
at the highest scale paid anywhere, no act should be done,
directly or indirectly, to endanger a policy that has brought
about such marvelous results,

Mr. President, I appreciate in measures of this charaeter they
are the result of compromise. It would be idle to state that the
bill as completed is in all respects as each individual Senator
would have it or would write it. A measure covering so many items
and affecting innumerable interests, and legislation affecting
such an extended area as the United States, is not a matter of
the simplest or easiest solution. To say that the measure is in
all respects satisfactory, and in every detail meets my concur-
rence, would be hardly consistent with the facts.. Already in
certain particulars I have pointed out my dissent. It would be
idle as well as useless to go into details. The time for argument
here is practically closed. -

The votes I cast during the consideration of the measure
stand as an expression of my judgment and of my position. On
many questions I voted with the minority of my party associates.
Each Senator must act upon his own judgment. On the whole, I
believe the pending bill is a great improvement over the present
law. In many of its administrative features there is certainly a
great advance. I regret the conference committee so circum-
seribed and limited the Executive in the securing of full infor-
mation that might and would be of the highest service not only
to the Executive, but to Congress in any future revision that
might be had. I feel, however, this subject can again be taken
up as an independent proposition and legislation had thereon if
deemed necessary. The original provision as it passed the Sen-
ate met my full concurrence and approval.

As the result of the conference, I believe the bill has been
vastly and materially improved.

As shown by the chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means when he submitted the conference report to the House,
the equivalent ad valorem of this bill is 41.58 per cenf and the
equivalent ad valorem of the same articles coming into the
United States under the Dingley law is 42.58 per cent, a de-
crease of 1 per cent. The result at least shows the revision is
downward and not upward. Though not large, it makes good
the party pledge to that extent.

From the same authority I desire to submit a most convine-
ing and illuminating table, which has relation to the consump-
tion value of the articles upon which the rates of duty have
been increased and decreased. It makes a most convincing
argument in itself and needs neither comment nor elaboration.
I ask for the insertion of the table without reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, per-
mission is granted. The Chair hears no objection.
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The table is as follows:
Table showing consumption dct;a!uc of articles on which rates of duty

have been increased and reased in cases where amount of produc-
tion can be ascertained.
Schedule— Lol g (e e
Chemieals, ofls, paints. . .ooooociooomonaaaoo.|  $428,009,848 §11,105,820
Earths and earthenware.... 23,732

Metals, and manufactures of
Lumber
Bugar. ...
Tobacco. No change.
Agricultural products.....eeceevcecacccocnnnnnns
Wines and liquors_._.._.____._.__...___

Ootton. ... ...
Flax, hemp, jute........... =
. No statistics; no change.

ZEMAMEHONETOR>

Wool
B e e b L2 7,947,568 08,742,645
~ Paper and pOlp. oo e ool Epe 628,055 81,486, 466
Sundries. 1,719, 428,069 101,656,598
O e e 4,978,122,124 852,512,525

Of the above Increases the following are luxuries, being articles
strictly of voluntary use:
Schedule A, chemlicals, including perfumeries, pomades,

and like articles_ EER s ' $11, 105, 820
Schedule H, wines and liquors 62, 001, 856
Schedule L, silks____._ 106, 742, 646

Poggls = b TS | e 579, 850, 322

This leaves a balance of increases which are not on articles of luxury
of $272,662,203.

Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. President, to have voted against the
bill and defeated its passage through the Senate in the first
instance, it occurs to me, would have been unwise, It would
have been interpreted by the country that the Republican party
was incapable of accomplishment or to do the task assigned it.
It would have meant, it seems to me, disorder and political
chaos in a party sense., The Republican party was intrusted
by the country to do its duty in this particular. The country
repudiated the promises of the opposition in the last national
election and confided this supreme responsibility to a Repub-
lican Congress and to their leader, the President of the United
States.

Had the bill failed then, or should it fail now, it occurs to me,
there wonld be little hope of a successful solution of the ques-
tion during the present Congress. I felt the wise course was
to vote for the measure in the first instance, which meant pass-
ing it one step further on its course to completion, and that it
should be thrown into conference. I believed as a result of the
conference the bill would be made to more nearly meet the
demands of the party and comply with the spirit and intent
of the platform. As a result we have the completed bill before
us. It is supported by a large Republican majority. It has
the approval of the President, who was the standard bearer
of the party in the last campaign and is now its leader. He
feels its provisions are in compliance with the party platform
and the pledge he, as well as the party, made during the
campaign that led to his triumphant election. To defeat the
measure would disorganize the party, destroy the ppssibility
of a successful administration, and overwhelm it in the first
great measure the party has undertaken with the active coop-
eration and help of the President himself,

Mpr. President, the proposed measure in the different stages
through which it has passed has received careful, painstaking,
and patriotic consideration, involving as it does matters of such
tremendous importance to the welfare and prosperity of our
whole people that now as completed, I hope, gives expression
to the party pledge and will meet as near as may be with the
approval of the country, do justice to every interest, and bring
prosperity and unmeasured development to our whole industrial
and commercial life.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had
agreed to the report of the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 11570) making appropriations to
supply urgent deficiencies in appropriations for the fiscal year
1909, and for other purposes. ;

: ENROLLED BILL SIGNED,

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 9135) to raise revenue for
the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes, and it was there-
upon signed by the Vice-President,

ENROLLMENT OF TARIFF BILL.

Mr. ALDRICH. I ask permission to offer a concurrent reso-
lution, which I desire to have printed and lie over until to-
morrow morning,

Mr. CULBERSON. It seems to be not a very long resolution,
and I ask that it may be Jread.

Mr. ALDRICH. Very well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as re-
quested.

The Secretary read the concurrent resolution (8. C. Res. 8),
as follows:

Senate concurrent resolution 8.

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring),
That the Committees on Enrolled Bills of the two Houses be author-
ized to correct the enrolled bill of the House (H. R. 1438) entitled
“An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes,” by striking out
the word “ general " wherever it occurs in section 2 of said bill, and
Insertin%]in lieu thereof the word * maximum.”

And t ﬁy are further anthorized to enroll paragraph 450 as follows:

** 450. Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry salted or pickled,
shall be admitted free of duty: Provided, That on and after October
1, 1909, grain, buff, and split’ leather shall pay a dut{nof 7% per cent
ad valorem ; that all boots and shoes, made wholly or chief value of
leather made from cattle hides and cattle skins of whatever weight,
of cattle of the bovine species, including calfskins, shall pay a duty
of 10 per cent ad valorem; that harness, saddles, and sad‘:i!ery in
sets or in garts, finished or unfinished, composed wholly or in chiet
value of leather, shall pay a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The concurrent resolution will
lie over and be printed.

PROPOSED TAX ON YACHTS.

Mr. LODGE. I ask leave to have printed in the Recorp a
statement from the Commissioner of Navigation giving a list
of the yachts which will be affected by the new yacht tax and
the probable revenue to be derived from that source.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the absence of objection, it
will be so ordered.

The table referred to is as follows:

Gross | Annual
Owner. Yacht. g i
1,042 £13,504
1,823 12,761
1,780 12,460
1,739 12,173
1,647 11,529
1,607 11,249
1,573 11,011
1,308 9,121
1,227 8,580
1,007 7,679
1,001 7,637
983 6,851
853 5,971
818 5,728
785 5,495
602 4,214
538 4,118
?;mo 3,780
3,689
:g-? 3,430
8,400
451 3,157
447 3,129
443 3,101
:g g.&m
Alex. Gordon 47 g:g?
Fred Gallatin 407 2'849
28,629 185,708

Besides the above, Americans own about 50 smaller foreien-bui
yachts, on which the annual tax will range from $75 to gsg‘g‘ﬂ(l)t -
amounting to about $50,000 more, or, in all, about $235,000 annual
revenue from this source.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the fwo
Houses on the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, I submit a proposed amendment
to Senate concurrent resolution No. 8, I ask that it be printed
and lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend-
ment will be printed and lie on the table.

Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President, I rose to move an executive

session.
Mr. BACON. I hope the Senator from Illinois will withhold
that motion,
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Mr., McCUMBER. I ask the Senator to withhold it until I
can present some business.

Mr. CULLOM. I will withhold it until some formal business
can be transacted. I am, however, very anxious to get an ex-
ecutive session.

Mr. ELKINS. I will not oppose an executive session. I was
going to speak this afternoon. I wawmt to speak first to-morrow
morning if I can get the floor. If I can take the floor now for
that purpose, I should like to do so.

Mr. CULLOM. I yield to the Senator from West Virginia
for that purpose.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President——

Mr. ELKINS. I should like to have this seftled first. If I
have the floor to go on with my speech to-morrow, I will yield
to the Senator from Illinois to move an executive session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from West Vir-
ginia occupies the floor and yields to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator from West Virginia can not
claim the floor to-morrow as a matter of right.

Mr. CULLOM. I simply desire to have an executive session
this evening for the purpose of disposing of a lot of nomina-
tions for I may be called away at any hour, and I should like
to dispose of the matters which are in my charge.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands that
the Senator from Illinois yields temporarily to the Senator
from North Dakota. p

Mr. CULLOM. And I also yield to the Senator from Georgia.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator from Illinois yields for the
transaction of morning business, I understand.

Mr. CULLOM. I yield first to the Senator from North
Dakota.

Mr. McCUMBER. From the Committee on Finance, I report
a joint resolution and ask that it may be printed and lie on
the table. -

The joint resolution (8. J. R. 42) to amend an act entitled
“An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the
jndustries of the United States, and for other purposes,” ap-
proved August —, 1909, was read twice by its title.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The joint resolution will be

‘printed and lie on the table.

Mr. McLAURIN. I ask leave to offer an amendment which
I ask may be read. ' It is an amendment to the joint resolution
just reported by the Senator from North Dakota, and I hope the
Senator from North Dakota will accept the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment submitted by
the Senator from Mississippi will be read.

The SecreTARY. It is proposed to add as an additional section
the following:

3 following th 0 s

Sec. 3. On and after the day fo g emﬁntmhutm

glx#otor cotton, gunny cloth, and similar fabr ble for covering
co
duty

n shall, when imported into the United Btates, be exempt from

Mr. McCUMBER. I have no objection to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be
printed and go over until to-morrow.

Mr. McLAURIN. The Senator from North Dakota, I under-
stand, aceepts the amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. I accept the amendment so far as I am
able to accept it.

Mr. SCOTT. Will the Senator from Illinois yield to me to
make an inquiry?

Alr. CULLOM. I yield to the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. SCOTT. I understood the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. MoCumeEr] to report a joint resolution on behalf of the
committee. Then the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. McLav-
. gix] offered an amendment, which the Senator from North Da-
kota accepted. Do I understand that the joint resolution as
proposed to be amended is accepted by the Finance Committee?

AMr. McOUMBER. I will say that as far as I am concerned
I have no objection to the amendment, and I accept it.

Mr. SCOTT. I should like to have an expression from the
Chairman of the Finance Committee. I wish to know if the
Finance Committee accepts that amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. It does not.

Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President——

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cumamixs] is
ready to go on, and we can come back to legislative session
after the executive.

Mr. CULLOM. That is all right. I have no objection.

Mr. BAILEY. Why not take a recess until 8 and have a
night session?

Mr. CULLOM. Does the Senator from Georgia desire to
have me yield to him for any purpose?

Mr. BACON. I ask leave out of order to submit a report

from the Committee on the Judiciary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair hears no objection,
and the report will be received.

COURTS IN GEORGIA,

Mr. BACON, I am directed by the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 11797) to attach
Ben Hill County to the Albany division of the southern dis-
trict of Georgia, to report it favorably without amendment.
It will not take more than a minute to pass the bill. It relates
to the administration of the courts, and I ask that the bill may
have present consideration. The bill has already passed the
House. It passed the House at the present session.

Mr. CULLOM. I yield for that purpose, if it does not lead
to debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in (‘om-
mittee of the Whole. :

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, o=
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

THE PHILIPPINE TARIFF.

On motion of Mr. LopGE, it was
Ordered, That 1,000 additional copies of the Philippine tariff bild
as passed by the two Houses be printed for the use of the Senate.
THE TARIFF.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. WARREN. With the indulgence of the Senator from Illi-
nois, I wish to give notice that I will expect to address the
Senate immediately following the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. ELgINs] to-morrow morning.

Mr. CULLOM. Now, if there is no further legislative busi-

ness——

Mr. CUMMINS. WIill the Senator from Illinois yield to me
for a moment?

Mr. CULLOM. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. I think we ought to have some kind of an
understanding with respect to the future sessions of the Senate.
There are several addresses yet to be delivered. The vote is to
be taken at 2 o’clock to-morrow. I do not believe that they can
be delivered between 10 and 2 o'clock to-morrow.

Mr. ALDRICH. There ought to be an agreement now about
the division of time between the two parties, the friends and op-
ponents of the bill, as to the speeches that will be made. I
would suggest that the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Danier] or
the Senator from Texas [Mr. BamLey] have charge of the last
and that we divide the time, the last two hours before the vote
to-morrow to be divided between the friends and opponents of
the measure.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Who will control this time?

Mr. ALDRICH. The chairman of the commitiee, I suppose,
will control it on the one side and the Senator from Texas or
the Senator from Virginia will control it on the other side.

Mr. CUMMINS. That could hardly be done, because the Sen-
ators upon the other side can not properly administer any such
rule for the Republican Senators who desire to speak against
this measure. .

Mr. ALDRICH. I assume that they certainly could com-
municate with each other. I suppose the Senator from Texas,
for instance, if he has charge on the other side, would be glad
to communicate with the Senator from Iowa.

AMr. CUMMINS. So far as I am concerned, with the greatest
regard for the Senator from Texas, I do not want to commit my
side of this matter to Democratic managenrent.

Mr. ALDRICH. It has been usual in matters of this kind to
have some agreement about a division of the time. As there
seems to be a large number of Senators who want to speak to-
morrow and not to-day, I think we had better have an under-
standing between the friends and the opponents of the measure.
If the Senator from Virginia is willing to have the Senator
from Iowa named with him to control the opposition to the bill,
I have no objection to that. f

Mr. CUMMINS. So far as I am concerned, I intend to try to
take care of myself. I do not want any management of that
kind controlling my speech. I speak from possibly a different
standpoint with respect to the measure.

Mr, BAILEY, I suggest that the time be divided into three
parts: That the chairman of the committee control the part
allotted to the friends of the bill; that the Senator from Virginia
control the time allotted to the Democrats in opposition to the
bill; and that the Senator from Iowa confrol the part alletted
to the Republican Senators who are opposed to the bili.

Is there objection to the
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Mr. ALDRICH. That, of course, would give the opponents of
the bill two-thirds of the time, but I do not object to that.

Mr. GALLINGER. I objeet to that.

Mr. CUMMINS. I can not accept the suggestion of the Sena-
tor from Texas. -

Mr. BAILEY. I was willing to perform that office for the
Senator from Iowa, but I understand that the Republican Sena-
tors will oecupy their own time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made.

Mr. BAILEY. I ask that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr.
La Forrerre] may control the time allotted to the Republicans
who are oppesed to the bill.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not believe that those who are grouped
upon this side of the Chamber, and who have views against the
bill, eould so arrange the matter. I do not think that any of
them desire to speak at any great length. I am perfeetly willing,
and have been all day long, to go forward with what I have to
say. I have simply been waiting my opportunity. I irust that
the sessions of the Senate will continue until we have a reason-
able chance fo be heard.

Mr. BAILEY. Would it suit the Senator from Iowa——

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, I was going to
suggest——

Mr. BAILEY. Let me make a suggestion. .I think we prob-
ably could agree to a night session, and that might accommodate
everybody.

Mr. ALDRICH, But so far as I have been able to discover
nobody wants to speak this afternoon or to-night.

Mr. DANIEL. I beg leave to say that the statement of the
experts who represent the minority is in the hands of the
Printer. It will be here as quickly as the Printer can deliver it.
I have a portion of the statement already. Of course, it can be
used hereafter. I do not propose to make any general state-
ment about the tariff, T think it is too late for that.

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope to have an opportunity before we get
through, after the discussion is practically over, to answer any
criticisms which it seems to me ought to be answered, and to
make a very brief statement as to what the bill accomplishes.

Mr. DANIEL. Of course, the Senator should have that op-
portunity. I shall seek, in as few minutes as I can, to correct
what were some errors in the chairman’s statement day before
yesterday. I shall not provoke anything more that is contro-
verted. T have made my statement.

Mr. CULLOM, I had the floor to move an executive session,
This gquestion came up as to the division of the time, and I am
embarrassed to know whether to make the motion or not.

Mr. BEVERIDGE, It will take but a moment to settle this
matter, I think.

Mr. CULLOM. I want to have an executive session, because
I may be called away at any time, and I wish to get rid of the
executive business now in my charge.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I hope the Senator will withhold the
motion for just an instant.

Mr. CULLOM. T do not desire to interfere with the business
of the Senate in reference to the tariff bill.

Mr. DANIEL. Before the Senate adjourns, I wish to call up
the resolution in which there is asserted a rule of the Senate.
I came here a free man and a free Senator. I will not go out
a slave Senator if there are enough free men in the Senate to
proclaim their own and my freedom;-and I hope that by unani-
mous consent the Senate will show respect enough for its own
order, and for the rules of the Senate Manual, drawn in accord-
ance therewith, to proclaim it. That is all.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, I should like to
suggest——

Mg: DANIEL. I will eall it up now and ask unanimous con-
gent, if it will save time. I do not suppose——

Mr. ALDRICH. I shall not consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I should like to suggest to the
Senator from Texas and the Senator from Rhode Island, in the
event any unanimous consent is agreed upon, that the Iast two
hours to-morrow, or the two hours preceding 2 o'clock, shall be
devoted to speeches not exceeding ten minutes in length.

Mr. ALDRICH (to Mr. Saurm of Michigan). Make it 15
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understood objec-
tion was made to the unanimous consent asked for by the Sen-
ator from Virginia.

AMr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope the Senator will let us dispose of
this matter, if we can.

Mr. CULLOM. I thought it was about disposed of.
Mr.ALDRICH. No; I did not understandthatanybody objected.

Mr. CULLOM. I withdraw the motion, for the purpose of
getting the matter concluded.

Mr. DANIEL. If I may be permitted, I will move that when
the Senate adjourn this afterncon it be to meet at 8 o'clock
to-night.

Mr. ALDRICH.
better dispose first——

Mr. BAILEY. It should be a motion for a recess, because
within the time——

Mr. ALDRICH. I hope the Senator’s suggestion will be
agreed to, if it is to be— )

Mr, GALLINGER. I objected to the Senator’s request for
unanimous consent and will object to the radieal departure
from the rules of the Senate, adopting the methods of another
body whereby we are going to parcel out time, and I will ob-
ject to any unanimous consent on that point.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, it has been dope in the
Senate, within my knowledge, quite a good many times; and I
do not see how it is possible otherwise, under the circumstances,
to have an equitable division of the time of the Senate be-
tween the friends and the opponents of this bill.

Mr. GALLINGER. We have not had an equitable division
up to the present time, and it seems to me that the Senators
who have consumed the most of the time for the last three
months now desire to censume the remainder. We can
easily take a reeess and have an evening session, and then we
can limit the speeches. I would limit them to two minutes;
but if they must be ten minutes, let ten minutes be the limit,
and then every Senator that wants to be heard ean be heard
to-morrow. I do not want to occupy even two minutes.

Mr. KEAN. Make it fiffeen minutes.

Mr. ALDRICH. Then I request that the time to-morrow be
divided into ten-minute speeches,

Mr, ELKINS. Make it fifteen.

Mr. GALLINGER. Ten is long enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Rhode
Island regquests that——

Mr. ALDRICH. That the debate on the conference report be
limited to ten-minute speeches.

Mr. DANIEL. I object.

Mr. CUMMINS. I object also. ’

Mr. ALDRICH. Do the Senators object to any limitation?

Mr. DANIEL. We have not come to to-morrow yet.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am in favor of a night session, and I be-
lieve that matter ought to be determined then.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. If the Senator from Rhode Island will
yield to me for a moment, I suggest that we can go ahead to-
night, and then, as we draw near the conclusion of the evening
session, we can understand better what limitation to agree upon
for to-morrow.

Mr. DANIEL. That is right.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mryr. President, I ask unanimous consent
tlw.tiat half-past 5 the Senate take a recess until 8 o'clock this
evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Rhode Island
asks unanimous consent that at half past 5 this afternoon the
Senate take a recess until 8 o’clock. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and that order is made.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. CULLOM. I move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After fifteen minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide révenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I want just a moment of the
Senate’s time. I suppose I am really what might now be ealled
“ an old-fashioned protectionist.” I have always believed that the
doctrines of the Republican party were that we should provide,
through suitable revenue duties on imported articles, sufficient
funds to pay the running expenses of the Government and to
protect the workingmen of this country against the poorer-paid
labor of Europe. We have, Mr. President, 26,000,000 laboring
men in this country who have nothing but their labor to sell.
You might eall it their “ raw material,” and I have always felt
that it was the duty of those of us who are in a position to
make laws and legislate for the good of our eountry to do so
in such a way as to give to these men of brawn the bést market

That is not in order now. I think we had
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in which to sell their commodity ; that is, their labor. In order
to do this, Mr. President, I think it is our duty to keep out goods
made by the cheap labor of Europe. In the reduction in the
duty on many articles in this bill I fear we have endangered
the welfare of the laboring people of this country.

If the principle of protection is right—and I have always
believed it was—then it is just as essential that I should vote
for a duty on shoes or a duty on cutlery for those who manu-
facture these articles in New England as it is for me to vote for
a duty on coal, oil, Inmber, and other commodities in my. State.
My observation has been that where the Government of the
United States has put a protection upon a certain line of manu-
factured goods and has allowed the inventive genius of the
American people and the mechanies to perfect machinery and
lessen the cost of production, it has always resulted in the
lowering of prices to the consumer, The fact that American
machinery is being shipped to Japan to make shoes, the fact that
cutters who are familiar with the styles and shape of the shoes
made in this country have been sent to Germany, makes me fear-
ful that in a few years the labor engaged in producing shoes
will have to look for other occupations. The fact that we re-
duce the duty on iron ore will enable the ore from Cuba and
from Spain to come into this country, and the miner of iron ore
in Michigan, Minnesota, and other States will be looking for
work in other fields than those of ore mining. The reduction
of the duty on lumber of all kinds, in my opinion, will compel
those who are working in the forests of Washinzton, West Vir-
ginia, and other States to go to Canada in order to find perma-
nent employment. -

It should be our duty as good Americans and as good Repub-
licans to see to it that our fellow-man in this country, who has
nothing but his labor to sell, should be given the highest market
possible in which to sell it, in order that he might be able to
better care for himself, his wife, and children.

My, President, the true position in which to place oneself is
that of the other man, and then we should ask ourselves if the
conditions were reversed what would we wish the other fellow
to do for us? Those of us on the floor of the Senate of the United
States may not have labor to sell, but we do have a responsibility
to provide the best market for those who do have that com-
modity for sale. Have we done so? Each Senator must answer
for himself. As for me, I have no apology to make for any vote
I have cast on this bill. I accept it as the best we can get under
the present circumstances.

Mr, WARREN. My, President, before the Senator from West
YVirginia takes his seaf, I want to ask him a question. There has
been a great deal of talk and a great many statements in the
newspapers about the demand for free raw material. It is said
that there is such a growing demand that we onght to meet it
and make raw materials free. I do not believe the Senator
espouses that idea; but I should like an avowal from him
whether he does or does not.

Ar. SCOTT. I do not, sir. Most emphatically I do not.
There is no such thing as raw material.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the table, which I send to the desk, giving a _com-
parison of the conference rates of duty with the rates of the
Dingley tariff law on such items as have been increased or de-
creased in House bill 1438, together with a statement of the per-
centage of increase or decrease in each instance, be printed as
a document (8. Doe. No. 154). I may say that this table is
compiled from a table published as an appendix to the speech
of the Hon. Coamp Crarx, of Missourl, made in the House of
Representatives, July 31, 1509.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Michigan? The Chair hears none, and that
order is made. -~

Mr., SMITH of Michigan. Now I ask unanimous consent to
print in the Recorp a letter written by me to a public journal
expressing my views upon the pending bill.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from Michigan? The Chair hears none,

The matter referred to is as follows:

SENATOR “'IL'[:I.!!T ALDENX SMITH MAKES REPLY TO THE OPEN LETTER OF
THE EVENING PRESS.

[From the Grand Rapids (Mich.) Evening Press, June 21, 1000.]

The Evening Press acknowledges the receipt of a letter from Senator
WILLIAM ALDEN SMmrtit making reply to the open letter of the Press in
its issue of June 15, and gladly prints the re{» ¥ in full. In order to do
full justice to Senator SMmI1TH, giving his rel: ¥ a hearing fully equal to
that of the critical letter, the I'ress to-day glves up its editorial columns

im. :
tost‘; much interest has been aroused throughout the State by the ques-
tions which the Press ﬁ“t to Senator SamiTH, as is evidenced by the
copying of the editorial by many papers and the recc{%t of many letters
of approval, that the Press feels gratified in belnf able to give to its
readers the Senator’s full reply, knowing that it will have careful

consideration. Any comment on the reply which the Press may wish
to make is reserved for to-morrow’s issue. The reply follows:

The Evcning Press, Grand Rapids, Mich.:

My attention has just been called to an editorial in your &g]{er of the
15th, and I have carefully read the same and have no hesitation what-
ever in replying specifically and “ fully” to your questions.

deeply regret, however, thfit while I was at home you did not see
fit to call upon me for this information, which would have been readily
forthcoming, thus avolding any delay.

It may interest you to know that I did not return to Michigan upon
any political mission, rsonal or otherwise, and all rumors to the eon-
trary are both misleading and unfair., However, public servants seldom
ever escape criticism, and my long experience in publie life, with its
vicissitudes and burdens, imaginary and real, leads me to view with
equanimity temporary misjudgment and captious fault-finding.

The Evening Press during all of my public work has been most con-
siderate and generous in its treatment, although I realize that we may
not always have been in full accord upon the fundamental principles
of political government, but I cheerfully concede the honesty and patriot-
ism of your excellent staff, and desire to thank you publicly for your
%cnerous words of commendation in the past and to express the hope

hat my conduct in the high office which I now hold may entitle me to
fair and just treatment at your hands.

I am uncompromising in mgoﬁevotlon to the doctrine of protection
to American Industries and labor and have never in my life uttered a
eriticlsm upon that policy which, with all its faults, inequalities, and
favoritism, has been the means of developing the matural resources of
our -’.‘uunt{g to the highest state of usefulness ever attained by an
people in the hlstor{ of the world. This policy has elevated the stand-
ard of American citizenship, stimulated and maintained the highest
wage for our labof, resulting in a standard of living among all classes
of our countrymen unequaled by the peoples of any other land.

I helped in a modest wni to frame the present Dingley tariff. While
it is not perfect and was the result of compromise, it is founded in the
basie principle of protection, and when passed by Congress met with
almost unanimous u?prm‘nl among all classes of people. Since that
time other countries have fashioned their laws after ours and in several
instances have reaped rich reward in prosperity,

1 would not abandon the views I entertain regarding the efficacy and
wholesomeness of this prineciple for any public office, no matter how
high, and when my views thus expressed fall to receive the approval
of the people I represent, I shall lay down my public honors as cheer-
fully and wllllngl{ as 1 took them up. It is fortunate, however, that
my record in public life is an open . Every vote I have cast has

!iy the highest patriotism and loyalty to the people of
my S and I have no apology to make to anyone for my course,
although 1 realize much differcnce of oEinlon exisis upon important
economiec e}uest!ons, and I have the highest respect for those whose
views are in conflict with my own.

I desire to answer your Inquiries * fully " and fairly. First you say,
“Will you not take the opportunity to inform your constituents the
part you have taken and are taking in the construction of the bill?"

Yes, cheerfully, although I had supposed that your enterprising
journal had not failed to chromicle my vote as cast and the reasons

ven therefor. I do not favor the use by the American people of
Juropean-made goods when they can be produced at home and fairly
purchased, even though the American cost is greater than the European
cost, and every vote I have cast has at least this element of logic and
patriotism in it.

The Senate is engaged in revising the present law and not the House
bill, and all the Members of the Michigan delegation in Ifouse and
Senate are in practical accord in the work we are now doling, and your
invitation impels me to answer for all of my congressional associates
from Michigan, who are in substantial agreement upon the course we
have taken.

Your second question, “ Will you not inform them fully why you
have labored so earnmestly in the Interest of the steel trust in denying
to the independents free ore?’

Yes, gladly and * fully.,” We are now engaged in passing a Dill to
raise revenue for the sng{wrt of the Government. The steel company,
go called, has large holdin of iron ore in other countries than our
own: while some of its largest stockholders, notably Mr. Schwab,
formerly president of that company, has recently acquired extensive iron
deposits in Cuba, which he seeks to bring into this country duty free.

ichigan Is rich in irom ore, and thousands of our citizens depend
upon that industry for their dally labor, while extensive communities,
both towns and cities, are closely related to the continued development
of this domestie industry. Everybody of intelligence understands that
the steel manufacturers are in practical agreement as to the price of
their products, and Mr, Schwab, before the Committee on Ways and
Means, even went so far as to say that the removal of the tariff
upon iron and steel products wounld not affect the price to the con-
sumer—presumably this witness knows the strength of his combina-
tion, bth here and in Europe—and Senators were face to face with
the fact that free iron ore only meant that the Government would
be deprived of the revenue to be derived upon imported ore for the
bcneﬂ? of Mr. Schwab and his associates, who wonld, with free ore,
retain the duty otherwise collected for the people at our ports.

The Bethlehem, Mr. Schwab's company, and other steel mills, it is
estimated, will draw within the next two or three years from Cuba
upward of twelve to fifteen million tons of iron ore annually.

At the present rate of duty the Government would collect between
four and five million dollars from him; but with the decrease so strenu-
ously insisted upon, the duty will be reduced to 20 cents a ton from
Cuba, under reciproeity; and notwithstanding this reduction, the duty
will net the Government under the new bill, if this provision iz re-
tained, between two and three million dollars annually.

Many Senators upon both sides of the Chamber voted to fix the duty
upon iron ore at 25 cents a ton merely as a reyvenue measure. 1 would
have voted to fix the duty at that rate if there had not been an ounce
of iron ore in the State of Michigan; but when I received the earnest
prayer of thousands of Michigan people, asking that a duty be main-
tained in order that the 1111'1013 of labor in this country might not be re-
duced to the scale prevailing in Canada, Sweden, and Cuba, to the great
detriment of those who work in the iron mines of northern Michigan, I
felt very sure that my course was justified; and it maf be interesting
to your readers to know that I have not received a single word of criti-
cism from any citizen of our State for my course upon this schedule,
while I have received scores and scores of letters from humble and un-

retentious people thanking me for what I have done; and it may also
ge interesting for your readers to know that no officer, agent, employee,
stockholder, or other persons connected or related to the steel company
in any way has ever spoken or written to me about this matter,
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# ull;t,mi }'_?t} ask, *“ Why have you been so zealous a friend of the sugar
¢ ete. 7™

The simplest and plainest answer to that question is that I have been
one of its most uncompromising enemies. I have never seen a virtuous
thing emanate from the su trust. I hope the law will be unsparing
in its i ent of these offenders against the public conscience.

While T was a Member of the House of Representatives I struggled
in every way in my power, in the face of its opposition, to throttle this
combination by the establishment of beet-sugar factories and refineries
in every part of our country. Some of the fruits of our labors have
already been realized. While there was an absolute monopoly in sugar
refining in America when the Dingley law was passed, there are now
80 refineries, 16 of which are in our own State. The farmer raises the
beet, and the Michigan workmen refine it into granulated sngar.

I know that the statement has often been made that the trust
has bought up these factories. I have abundant evidence that this is
not true, although I have no means of knowing by whom the stock In
these various Michigan enterprises is owned. Scores of individual stock-
holders, men and women, have appealed for protection qgnimt their
forei competitors. Sugar is an article of necessily. Nearly $300,-
000.&)% is expended annually for this product. I have for

our lndefendence of forelgn supply in order, first, tha

our fields and labor might be employed in its development ; second, that

the vast sum of money annually expended for sugar might not go out

of our mnntﬁiv, deple our circulating medium, and drawing heavily
B!

upon our gol upply.
’g gnepuhl?cnn state conventions have applanded the Michigan

years advoca

Several
congressional delegation for its uncompromising stand upon this ques-
tion, and I am not only proud of my associates who have thus voted
to develop and sustain s Industry, but have some little pride in m
own course upon this matter down to and including the last vote
cast as a puhﬁz official. I feel very sure that if the bars were to be
thrown down and th and Europe should come in at
our ports duty free, discouraging and breaking down the domestic in-
dustry, which” has been built up under trying and adverse conditions
and which has supplied the domestic sugar consumer with this neces-
sary product at a less cost than ever before, would result—without
domestic competition—in higher prices than our people are obliged to
pay under present conditions.

Eou ask: “ Why bar out pure sugar with a slightly brownish color,

st as good-for culinary purposes as the pure white sugar and cos
ess, by n;g.ans of a color standard opera only to the advantage o
the trust?”

1 do not feel that this question could have been asked seriously. The
readers of the Press can buy all of the unrefined brown sugar they may
desire. More than a million tons is available duty free. The New
Orleans Board of Trade sells 160,000 tons every year which does not
go through refineries. The reason that all of the product from Louisi-
ana and Porto Rico is not taken by the American people in its unre-
fined state is because they prefer to have it clean and clear from sirup,
moisture, and dirt when it can be ob ed sobstantially at the same
price; Xet the Louisiana sugar planter will be very glad to sell his raw
sgugar ‘' slightly brown" in color to anyone who may desire it. The
experience, however, of the Washington correspondent of the Evening
Press may serve as a warning, for in his own household during the dis-
cussion of the sugar quesfion Mr. Harvey thought he would experiment
with the brown sugar propaganda and purchased from his grocer in
Washington all the brown sugar he needed, pnﬁnlghfor it more T
pound than pure granulated ar wounld cost. e ‘“Dutech color
standard " has no possible applica: to any not taken thro the
custom-house, and does not apply to or restrict the sugar trade of Louis-
iana and our island ons—Porto Rico and Hawail—Iin any way.

Fourth. *“ Why did you publichv announce that you would not vote
for a cotton schedunle which raised (Dingley) rates and then in the face
of the econclusive evidence, submitted in open Senate, vote for the
Aldrich tables?"

The answer is plain; I eaid I would not vote to increase the Dlnﬁley
rates on the cotton schedule. The Board of General Appraisers at New
York, skilled in customs matters—both ocrats and Republicans—
united in a written statement to the SBenate that the rates were not
increased by this bill. The Senators who know more about these sched-
ules than anyone unfamiliar with their complicated details, in answer
to my public question, sald the rates were not increased over the Dshalf-
ley law. Senator Lobge, of whom the same question was asked, d
the rates were not increased, and that he would not vote for an increase,

I am well aware that several Senators made the statement that the
rates were increased in the present bill, but when I asked for the source
of their information, Mr. Parkhill, one of the customs officers in New
York, having thirty years’ experience In this branch of the customs
service, was given as the authority. ter, however, when Mr. Park-
hin jo'med e other customs officials in a statement denying this
alleged Increase, I accepted it as final upon this intricate problem, and
I may add I would have voted to increase these rates if it had been
necessary to retain the Amerlecan market for our own cotton manufae-
turers, and the o reason I made the statement that I did on the
floor of the Senate, and which Is perfectly consistent with my vote,
was because the cotton spinners themselves, through Mr. ett, stated
before the Committee on Ways and Means that no increase in duty was
necessary to {vvrotect this market from forelgn invasion.

You ask, “ Will you not explain why in your course in this matter yon
have repudiated thi{:lntform of your and its leader, President Taft 7"

I was elected United States Senator before that platform was made,
and my views upon the guestion of protection were well known both to
President Taft and the ple of mgl State. In more. than 156 n?eeches
with President Taft I did not mention revision of the tariff, and if the
matter had been left to my own j nt general tariff revision would
not have taken place at this time; and {et, recognizing that the Presl-
dent is the leader of our party, and is In fact committed to tariff re-
vislon, the work of formulating the present bill has been undertaken by
my associates and myself with a view to meeting the pledge he has

ven. More than 300 items have been reduced from the present Ding-
ey rate, and others will follow. I voted for all of these reductions
that have thus far been made and shall continue to vote for reductions
wherever I feel that they can appropriately and safely be made without
injury to American Industries.

You ask “if the proposed bill would result In raising more revenue
than under the Dln§!ey law now in force, does that not mean that the
new bill puts additional burdens on the consumer?"

I answer * No." If the “ consumer " does not desire to contribute to
the sum of money realized from customs duties on imported goods, he
will not buy foreign-made but will be eontent to patronize his
nel htll:lors nu?d Ialilow—cltlgnzf in other w‘“f-'da“ American

us avo e penal pumlwal.nfp ucts made abroad.

Every progperous country in the world restricts the importation of

foreign products.

. This policy has made Germany and France prosper-

ous and has greatly st ned and stimulated the industrial devel-
opment of cur neighbor, Canada. BSurely the Evening Press will not
insist that it is desirable for Congress to make It easy for our le to
patronize the shops and manufacturers of Europe—at least, I shall not
assent as Senator to such unwise experiments, with the memory of the
last attempt of revenune reformers still clearly Impressed upon my mind.

You ask, “How is Michigan labor benefited the importation of
foreign laborers by the carload for work in the beet flelds?

I answer, Where do these laborers come from? Surely they must
have bettered their condition, or they would not remain here.” Many

ons of our country are unable to get laborers either for the farm,
field, or factory, clearly indicating that most of the American people,
whether native or foreign, are employed. Admit the beet sugar of
Germany and the raw sugar of Cuba free, and the laborers now in this
fleld, to which fou have called attention, will return to their native
lands as romft y as they came. While these laborers are competitors
in one fleld of occupation with other American citizens, they are cus-
tomers in almost every other line of employment, and as such help to
swell the total of our commerclal greatness.
" Si'ou bgesg;?.: Is there not just as muoch money In other crops as there

5 v

I answer no. We have surplus wheat and ample agricultural prod-
ucts. Hvery immigrant that comes to our shores tends to reduce that
surplus, and if he does not en in the work of producing wheat and
enters some other line of Ameriecan employment, his coming, if he is
honest and frugal, tends to place our Ele upon a more substantial
footing than they might otherwise be if all were engaged In the same

ne; work. our question suggests a very excellent reason in itself
‘'or_the encouragement of the domestic beet-sugar industry.

“ When the cotton schedule was under consideration it
}vas st‘:t‘lm thfat ggmetogﬂthe “us%dtihmlt)?hmltu;i &n 19linT, when the
mportation of cotton fabrics was a e highes e, paid as high as
66 per cent dividends.” A5

This question was asked on the floor of the Senate and answered by
Senator Lopee, who has always been regarded as a truthful man, that
these extensive profits were the collateral returns which certain cotton
manufacturers were getting from the increased value of real estate
holdings, which have made very E‘l;oﬂtable by the presence of thou-
sands of operatives in the manufacturing communities. Does the Press
think that it would be wise for Congress to undertake to equalize the
profits of enterprises and investments by removing entirely or
reducing the tariff upon cotton manufactures so low that the German
cotton s‘ﬁllinners conld have easy access to our market? read in the
Senate the statement of the Augsburg Chamber of Commerce, & repre-
sentative German organizatiom, which said that the labor cost in the
woolen industry in Alﬁshurg is only about a third as t as that in
the United States, ould the Press equalize this dissimilarity by
remnvf.ug customs dutles? As a public servant I most emphatically
decline to do so.

You ask, * Why have you not championed the cause of the Michigan
tanners in their struggle to avold being annihilated by the beef trust? '
I have championed their caunse. I am outspoken in my opposition to
the tariff on hides. I told the editor of your dpaper many weeks ago
that I would not vote to place a duty upon hides, but I can not very
well champion the cause of Michi tanners in the Senate until the
hide schednle is reached, and we have not come to that yet. As the
bill now stands hides are on the free list. In taking this ition on
the hide question I am entirely consistent with my record, for I voted
for free hides when the Dinglear bill passed the House of Representatives.
No other country in the world has a tariff on hides, and the multiplied
uses of leather make it absolutalf necessary to draw our hide supply
from a larger market, and I would not hesitate one moment to record

self in favor of this wholesome economie principle.

ou ask, “Why * * * gre zon so loath to help the furniture
factories in your own city * * by granting slight reductions on
the duty on plate glass?" The answer to this question can best be
made by the chairman of the furniture manufa committee, Mr,
E. H. Foote, and his ai tes, who came to Washington a few days
ago, and not only found in me a st{mt;gthetic. heé& friend to their
industry, but in perfect accord wl em in th wishes and their

desires.

You say I lie‘present two and a half millions of people. This is a
great honor, ost of them are eng in profitable and remunerative
employments. It is a delicate and difficult task to harmonize the tariff

law so that each one will feel that his or her interest has been properly
and appropriately safeguarded. We are doing our best with a most un-
enviable task, and if the readers of The Press will be patient until their
work is done and has met the gpmul of the t of United
States, I shall be ite satisfled that our course will not have been
harmful to the people we regresent_

You ask if, as an observant public man, I have not noted that eertain
of my Repubhmn colleagues, for whom I have the highest respec‘i‘_:{ have
behind them the almost solid sentiment of the Middle States, including
my own? In reply, permit me to say it is much easier to find fault
than to construct; and when upon almost every roll call of the Senate
I see these distinguished Benators voting with low-tariff and no-tariff
Democrats, who opposed and denounced MeKinley and Dingley in their
lifetimes for their ultratariff views, and some of whom have already
gone upon record many times In favor of free trade in agricultural im-
plements and other products of American labor, I wonder whether the
men who have always preached grotectlon find their present company
wholly congenial. I have no doubt whatever that a spirit of rebellion
against the present leadership of the Senate would have brought me in

neral favor with those who have never been in sympathy with the

epublican ggl[cy of protection, or who have felt that some other sys-
tem might devi which was not open to criticism; but if I had
yielded to this un-American sentiment, I would have deserved your criti-
cism, which I now feel has been at least hasty and perhaps even unkind,

WiIiLLIAM ALDEN BMITH.
WasmixgroN, D. C., June 19, 1909.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, a few days since I presented to
the Senate as an appendix to a short address which I then made
to the Senate a statement of the yea-nnd-nay votes which had
been cast during the progress of the consideration of the tariff
bill. I now ask that that may be printed as a document (8, Doe.
No. 153). )

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. KEAN. What is the request?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. That the statement of the yea-and-
nay votes during this session as prepared by the Senator from
Georgia be printed as a public document.
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Mr. BACON. They were submitted by me two days since as
an appendix to an address which I then made to the Senate.

Mr. KEAN. T have no objection, Mr. President.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the
order will be made.

The hour of 5.30 having arrived, the Senate stands in recess
until 8 o'clock.

EVENING SESSION.
The Senate reassembled at 8 o'clock p. m.
Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll
The Secretary called the roll, and after some delay the fol-
lowing Senators answered to their names:

Baliley Clapp Foster Overman
Beveridge Clay Frazier age
Bourne Crane Gallinger Penrose
Brandegee Crawford Gamble Perkins
Briggs Cummins Heyburn Piles
Bristow Daniel Hughes Scott
Brown Dick Johnson, N, Dak. Smith, 8. C.
Bulkeley Dillingham Jones Smoot
Burnham Dolliver Kean Stephenson
Carter Fletcher McLaurin Warren
Chamberlain Flint Nelson Wetmore
The VICE-PRESIDENT. Forty-four Senators have answered

to the roll call. There is not a quorum present.

Mr. NELSON. I move that the Sergeant-at-Arms be directed
to request the attendance of absent Senators.

Mr. KEAN. I suggest to the Senator from Minnesota that the
first order is that the names of the absentees be called.

Mr. NELSON. Very well. I should like to have the members
of the Committee on Finance here. They ought to be present.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that the
Senator from Minnesota withdraws his motion for the present.

Mr. NELSON. I withhold it. ILet the names of the absent
Senators be called.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the names
of the Senators who have not yet answered to the roll eall.

The Secretary called the names of the absent Senators, and
Mr. StoxE answered to his name.

Mr. CURTIS entered the Chamber and answered to his name.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Forty-six Senators have answered
to the roll eall, one less than a quorum.

Mr. SMOOT, I move that the Sergeant-at-Arms be directed to
request the attendance of absent Senators.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Sergeant-at-Arms will execute
the order of the Senate.

Mr. LODGE entered the Chamber and answered to his name.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. A quorum of the Senate is now
present. If there be no objection, the order to the Sergeant-at-
Arms will be annulled. Is there objection? The Chair hears
none.

HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW.

Mr. SMOOT. I move that when the Senate adjourns to-day
it be to meet to-morrow at 10 o'clock.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I suggest to the Senator that he with-
hold the motion until later in the evening, so that we may de-
termine whether it will suit the convenience of Senators, on
account of the number of speeches which may have to be de-
livered, to meet at an earlier hour than 10. To meet at 10 will
give just four hours to-morrow; we can not until later know
how many Senators will speak to-night, and it might produce an
embarrassing situation. For example, if we should meet at 10
o'clocks to-morrow morning and there are a number of Senators
who desire to be heard, and it would be found that there would
not be a quorum, as has been the case to-night, and we would
waste half an hour, it would leave only three and a half hours.
I think the Senator from Utah will see the reasonableness of
deferring the motion until later in the evening.

Mr. SMOOT. The reason why I make the motion at this
time is on account of the chance, I may say, of some one raising
the question of the lack of a quorum, and if——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Then make it 9 o'clock.

Mr. SMOOT. If there would not be a quorum present, we
could only adjourn until 12 o’clock to-morrow morning, and then
we would have only two hours. So I wanted to be absolutely
certain that when we do adjourn to-day it should be to meet to-
morrow at 10 o'clock. .

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I concede the reasonableness of that, but

I hope that the eloquent speeches we are about to listen to from
various Senators will detain us all in our seats. If the Senator
thinks that the chance is serious, I suggest that he make it 9
o'clock. It would be too bad if we met at 10 and Senators

would not want to come early and a quorum should not be
here; and no harm will be done.

Mr. SMOOT. We virtually had it understood——

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, the motion is not debat-
able. I make that point.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
motion of the Senator from Utah.

Mr. STONE. What is the motion?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. -That when the Senate adjourns to-
day it be to meet at 10 o'clock to-morrow morning. The ques-
tion is on that motion.

The motion was agreed to.

TANSAN MINERAL WATER.

Mr. WARREN. I ask for a reprint, with corrections, of Sen-
ate Document No. 124, this session, being a letter from Edward
Bedloe, inclosing a petition asking for a removal of the duty on
Tansan mineral water imported from Japan.

The VICE-PRESIDENT., Without objection, it will be so
ordered.

THE TARIFF,

The Senate resumed the consideration of the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the bill (H. R. 1438) to provide revenue, equalize
duties, and encourage the industries of the United States, and
for other purposes.

Mr. CUMMINS, Mr. President, T know how futile it is to ad-
dress the Senate at this time and under the circumstances that
now surround us. Inasmuch, however, as I do not agree with
the Finance Committee or with the conference committee, and
inasmuch as it seems probable that I will not be in harmony
with the majority of my Republican associates, I take this op-
portunity to state the reasons for the conclusions that I intend
to record in my vote upon the roll call. With respect to certain
phases of my address, I am so desirous of saying not more than
I mean nor less than I mean that I have put a part of it in
writing.

Mr. President, if I were asked by the senior Democratie
member of the conference committee, “Is the tariff bill now
before us better than any tariff bill that could be framed upon
the principle of duties levied for revenue only?” I would un-
hesitatingly answer, “ Yes.”

If I were asked by the senior Republican member of the con-
ference committee, “ Is this bill better than the existing law?”
I would be compelled to pause and seriously reflect before I
could make reply. I am willing to admit, glad to admit, that,
considering the schedules alone, I believe the bill upon which
we are about to vote is a little better than the Dingley Act;
but when other features of the measure are taken into con-
sideration, I gravely doubt whether it is any improvement
upon the existing statute.

My vote, however, will not be determined by any such nice
and delicate distinctions. I am opposed to the conference re-
port and to the bill which it embodies because it is not such a
revision of the tariff as I have expended the best years of my
life in fighting for and is not a fair and reasonable performance
of the promise of our platform. This is not a court of bank-
ruptey, and I am not willing to aceept ten cents on the dollar in
discharge of the obligations of the Republican party. It always
has been, and is now, a solvent organization, and it is not only
able, but its rank and file will insist upon paying its debt in
full. Its pledges will be redeemed at par, and although the
blindness of some of its leaders may at this time postpone the
day of redemption, I shall await with patience, confidence, and
serenity the hour at which it will keep full and complete faith
with the American people. .

I have witnessed with the deepest interest the controversy
between the President and the conference committee, and I take
this opportunity to express my admiration and applause for the
courage and persistence of the President in attempting to secure
and, to a degree, in securing lower rates in the range of dispute
between the House and the Senate, although I do not agree
entirely with him upon all the items of his demand. The range
was very narrow, and the President has done all that one man
could for the betterment of the bill. I do not doubt that if he
had determined these duties from beginning to end and his un-
restricted decision were embodied in the report now before us
it would receive my enthusiastic support. I say this with the
full consciousness that he will sign the bill and that it will
become a law with his assent. I recognize that there is a fun-
damental difference between the veto power and the voting
power. An Executive ought not to veto a measure simply be-
cause he would have voted against it had he been a member of
the legislative body that passed it. When he signs the bill, by
that act he says only that it is a constitutional exercise of leg-
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islative authority, and that it is not so subversive of a vital
public policy as to warrant the substitution of his will for that
of Congress; but if I shonld vote for it, I must be able to say
that within the fair limits of concession and varying views it
embodies my opinions respecting the subject with which it deals.

The question that I must now answer is not whether we
should continue the doctrine of protection, for it is already a
part of the law of the land, and I earnestly hope and profoundly
believe that it will always continue our economie and industrial
corner stone. It is mot whether I believe this bill is in some
respects better than the Dingley Act; but it is whether I am
willing to abide by this revision during the ordinary life of a
tariff law, and take it as the fruits of the long campaign for a
reduction in duties and as the fulfillment of the declaration of
my party platform,.

For eight years I have been advocating a revision. With me
it has not been an agitation merely to disturb the peace and
tranqguillity of the country. During all these years, in season
and out of season, through good and evil reporf, I have been
appealing for a reduction of the tariff along definite lines and
to accomplish a definite purpose. ~T have always admitted that
with respect to those commodities of which we are capable of
supplying the home demand, duties, however high, do no harm
g0 long as there exists effectual competition between our own
producers; and I repeat that admission now. I have seen, how-
ever, competition in the most important fields of production
grow weaker and weaker, until it has been easy to perceive
that with many things prices have not been fixed by the funda-
mental and essential law of commerce, but have been fixed by
the arbitrary will of the producer, and solely with reference to
the utmost profit that trade would bear. Under these condi-
tions it seemed to me that excessive duties would necessarily
become a shield for avarice and greed. It seemed to me that
duties should be so adjusted as to prevent the domestic producer
from raising his price above a fair American level without ex-
posing himself to foreign competition. I have never advocated
revision to increase importations, for I hail the day when we
will fill our markets with every commodity that a bountiful na-
ture and an energetic manhood enable us to produce; but the
fear of importations when prices are unduly advanced should
be preserved, if we would curb the tendencies of modern times.
These were the only reasons known to me for a revision of the
tariff; and I will never vote for a revision that does not follow,
or attempt to follow, these lines of economic thought, for if
they are not observed a revision is not only useless, but a erime
against the peace and quiet of a great industrial community.

The platform announced at Chieago recognized not only the
letter but the spirit of the demand. There is but one standard
of duties which will accomplish the result I have tried to de-
scribe.  Dulties are fixed at the proper point when the domestic
producers can enter the domestic markets upon even terms with
their foreign competitors and hold these markets at a fair pro-
ducers’ profit. If it were not the purpose of the Rlepublican
party to lay such duties upon imports as would at the same
time protect the domestic producers from inequalities of condi-
tion and protect the American consumer from prices established
without domestic competition, then my mind has lost its power
to understand the history of recent years or grasp the meaning
of my mother tongue.

The criterion of protection, to which we are all pledged, was
promulgated solely to insure duties that would at once prevent
unfair competition from abroad and unfair combinations at
home. So interpreting the platform of the party of which I
am a member, I will never vote for a revision that does not
attempt, at least, to earry its mandate into effect.

My brother Senators will, I am sure, acquit me of an intent
to impugn their motives, although I take the liberty of criticis-
ing their judgments. I grant them all the honesty I claim for
myself. They will therefore understand that I am not impugn-
ing their purposes or their patriotism when I say that the ma-
jority, which favors the duties of this bill, and the Finance Com-
mittee, which has given expression to this revision, have scouted
the danger out of which the demand for revision arose, have
ignored the only beneficial object which a revision can accom-
plish, and have repudiated the rule for the measurement of duties,
which to me is as obligatory as any article in the party faith.
The Finance Committee, composed as it is, holding the opinions
which a majority of its members do, could not propose such a
revision of the tariff as, in my judgment, the needs of the people
require and our platform promises. They undertook the task—
and I do not speak lightly, for it has been hour after hour
forced into my own mind against my own desire—believing that
there was no necessity for lowering the duties, and they have
made such reductions only as seemed to be necessary to satisfy
what they felt was no more than a baseless and senseless clamor,
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They do not look at public affairs from the standpoint occupied
by those who have insisted that as between foreign competition
and domestic monopoly the former should be preferred. They
see no menace in the extinguishment of trade rivalry. From a
committee so constituted, and from a majority in sympathy with
it, the revision for which I have been hoping, and for which I
believe the party declared, was no more possible than it would
have been to drive John Calvin into an abandonment of the doe-
trine of infant dammnation.

We are all fallible. The committee and the majority may
be right and I may be wrong; but even as they could not adopt
a revision along the lines for which I have been contending, no®
more can I vote for a revision which repudiates every reason
I have ever given for a reduction of duties upon imports. There
remains but one tribunal to which we can appeal for final deci-
sion, and I go confidently once more to ask judgment at the
hands of the Republican voters.

I do not intend to present in detail my objections to the sev-
eral paragraphs of the bill. I shall take them up somewhat
generally, and for the purpose only of establishing my propo-
sition that the changes made in them do not accomplish any-
thing substantial toward the object, and the only object, that
a revision of the tariff should have in view.

The first schedule in this bill relates to chemicals, oils, and so
forth. It may be, probably is, a trifle lower than the Dingley
law. I believe there is some reduction in Schedule A. I have
not had an opportunity, in the midst of other work which
seemed to me to be imperiouns, to investigate with regard to the
difference in the cost of producing these chemicals and these
oils here and abroad, and I pass that schedule with the grant
that there is a slight reduction in its duties,

Schedule B embraces earthenware, china ware, glass, and
glassware, marble, stone, and the like. This schedule, notwith-
standing the tables I have seen prepared, both by Republicans
and Democrats, is increased as compared with the Dingley law.
There is no reduction in the duties of Schedule B. There are
changes in some of its items, reductions in some of its items;
but I say now—and I shall be prepared to defend this state-
ment, although it is utterly impossible for me to enter upon
the consideration of its details to-night—that the duties of Sched-
ule B have been increased rather than decreased. There is a
trifling reduction in the duties upon common window glass. T
did all that I ecould in the passage of the bill through the Sen-
ate to secure a substantial lowering of the duties upon this
commodity.

I succeeded only in a very slight degree, But even that de-
gree disappeared in a great measure under the melting influ-
ences of the conference committee, and now the change is so
inconsequential that it would reguire a magnifying glass to
discern the difference between the duties upon some of the sizes
of common glass and the duties of the Dingley law.

In plate glass, with respect to the two smaller brackets, so-
called, the duties have been increased 25 per cent above the
Dingley law, and while it is true that the duties upon the
very highest class or largest size of plate glass have been re-
duced, the reduction is entirely immaterial, becauge no manu-
facturer of glass in the United States ever did or ever could
take advantage of the absurd duty of 35 cents a square foot
upon plate glass.

So, without going into details, I want to record it as not
only my judgment, but as my unqualified statement, that there
has been no reduction in the duties upon the multitude of
articles in Schedule B which enter into the life of the people
of this country.

I pass now to Schedule C. It is the schedule which relates
to metals and their manufactures, and with regard to this
schedule and with respect especially to what is known as
“ tonnage steel,” there has been a marked reduction of the
duty.

There is no other schedule in the bill which indlcates re-
ductions comparable with Schedule C. and notwithstanding it
is so, I declare, knowing the responsibility I assume when I
make +4he declaration, that so far as the people who buy iron
and steel are concerned, they would have been quite as well
off if there had been no reduction whatsoever. I will as
briefly as possible explain why I believe that the Congress might
just as well have reenacted the Dingley rates upon iron and
steel as to make the reductions which appear in the confer-
ence report.

As I said a few moments ago, the reason for reducing duties
is to prevent either one interest or a combination of interests
from raising the price above the fair American level without the
fear of foreign intervention. There is no other reason for de-
creasing duties; and these duties have not yet been brought to
the point at which there is the slightest danger of foreign
rivalry, even though the United States Steel Corporaticn were
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to raise upon an average the prices of iron and steel $4 per ton

above the prices that now prevail.

HEven while we have been debating, this vast monopoly—and I
speak of it as a monopoly, because it is known to all men that
it dominates and fixes the price of every pound of iron and steel
sold in the United States—has increased the prices of some of
its products, and this advance simply promises what we shall
see in all its produets in a very brief period.

But there is no danger that the United States Steel Corpora-
tion will raise the price of these products to the point to which
they could be raised under the duties of this law, because it

“always has in view another restriction—the only one when
competition disappears—namely, the fear of killing the goose
that lays the golden egg. The United States Steel Corporation
recognizes just one rule of trade, and it is intelligent enough to
apply that rule sagaciously. It is to raise its prices only to the
point where the demand will afford it the highest possible profit.

I endeavored to show—and if figures and mathematics and
reports can show anything, I did show—in the early part of this
debate that upon the products of the United States Steel Corpo-
ration daring the year 1908, the poorest year it has ever had,
with prices lower than they have ever been, with demand less
than it has ever experienced, it still sold its more than 6,000,000
tons of finished product at $9 a ton more than necessary in order
to realize a fair profit upon the capital actually invested in its
enterprise. And yet we are enacting duties here that will enable
this company, if it desires, to raise its prices upon the average
$4 a ton more than prevailed in 1908, without the danger of
foreign competition, and yet we console ourselves with the dream
that this is a revision of the tariff for the purpose of protecting
the American people against the greed and the avarice of such
combinations as I have described.

What use is it to reduce the duties unless you reduce them to
the point where they will create the danger of foreign eompeti-
tion, if prices are unduly advanced? I care to say no more
about the reductions. :

I have here a table, which I shall ask to submit and have
printed with my remarks, analyzing the duties that are now
fixed upon the great products of the iron and steel business.

The table referred to is as follows:

Table showing the duties upon the iron and steel businecss,

Per ton.

1. Bar and round iron 6 to $12
2, Structural steel 2 6 to £18
3. Boller and other plate, iron and steel $0 to $12
4, Anchors, forgings, etc $20 up.
5. Hoop and band steel, ete 8§06 to §14
6. Steel rails. o $3. b0
7. Fish plates and splice bars, ete 36
8. Bheef iron or steel $10 to $20
9, Galvanized iron or steel plates (excepting tin plates, ete.)_ $14 to $24
10. Polished or planished plates, etec =R 830
11. Tin plates, ete $22
12. Infm , blooms, slabs, billets, bars, etCe e $3.50 to $140
13. Wire rods : $6 to $12
14. Wire _ $25 up.
15. Axles and axle blanks £15 up.
.16. Bolts and blanks, etc $22..50
17. Cast iron plpe, etc s5
18. Chains, etc $17.50 to 8§60
19. Tubes, flues, etc $20 to 840
20. Cut nalils :
21. Wire nalis $8 to 815
22, Splkes, ete $15

Mr. CUMMINS. I remember; and seeing before me the Sena-
tor from New York [Mr. DErEw ], who now gives me his atten-
tion——

Mr. DEPEW. I have given it before.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am reminded of the rather critical remark
made by him some time ago concerning my address upon iron
and steel. He wondered how it was that the United States Steel
Corporation could sell its product at $9 a ton more than would
realize it a fair profit, when the duty on steel rails was but
£7.84 a ton. That may be mysterious to the Senator from New
York. It would be very mysterious to anyone if steel rails were
the only product of the United States Steel Corporation, but if
he will reflect that the average duties upon the productsg of the
United States Steel Corporation under the Dingley law were
more than $18 a ton, I think the mystery will disappear; and
the average rate under this law—I am not attempting to ex-
press it with absolute accuracy—is more than $10 per ton, when
everybody admits that the United States Steel Corporation is
making its products as cheaply as they can be made anywhere
on earth, and they admit at the same time that the so-called
“ independent producers” make their products for not more
than $2 or $3 in excess of the cost of the products manufactured
by the United States Steel Corporation.

I should like some one to explain how we have accomplished
any desirable result by bringing down these duties largely, as
we have, but arresting our energy and arresting our care at a

- generally.

point that will still enable these companies, and especially the
United States Steel Corporation, to lift its prices upon every
product of its mills and factories $4 a ton more than they now
are, and yet find a bulwark at every port of entry in the United
States that will prevent the importation of a single pound or a
gingle ton of foreign manufacture.

Mr. DEPEW. Does that proposition apply to steel rails,
which we now reduce 50 per cent?

Mr., CUMMINS. It applies to steel rails along with all the
others. Steel rails have now a duty fixed at $3.50 a ton, con-
gidering a ton at 2,000 pounds; $3.92, considering the long ton of
commerce. Steel rails are selling at $28 a ton. They have been
selling at $28 a ton for many years. They will continue to
sell at $28 a ton. They could raise the price of steel rails §1 a
ton and still be immune from foreign competition.

Mr. DEPEW. I am told by steel men that at $3.50 a ton
Krupp can successfully compete east of the Alleghenies.

Mr. QUMMINS. The Senator from New York undoubtedly,
has been so informed by a steel man. I have no doubt of that.
I do not, however, believe the statement, although I do not
question the accuracy with which the Senator from New York
transmits it to the Senate,

I know something about the cost of steel rails, beeause it is
one of the few subjects to which I have given all the study of
which I am capable.

Mr. DEPEW. Thanking the Senator for his tribute to my
honesty and also to my credulity, would he believe anything
any steel man might say?

Mr. CUMMINS. I would. I believe very much of the testi-
mony delivered before the Ways and Means Committee, and it is
upon that testimony largely that I make the statement I have
just made.

I venture the prediction that save in an exceptional instance
now and then steel rails will not be imported so long as the
price remains at $28 a ton, and that they would not be imported
if that price were raised $1 per ton.

The difficulty of the Senator from New York, and it is a diffi-

-eculty that I find is very prevalent, is that every product of

the United States Steel Corporation is measured by steel rails.
The duty is $3.50 a ton, and the duty upon other products of
the mill greater in value, greater in guantity, greater so far
as the commerce of the United States is concerned, is from
$5 and $6 a ton to $40 a ton. The duties here are indefensible,
and they will not accomplish the purpose for which this re-
vision was undertaken, so far as steel is concerned.

I have now said all I care to say in regard to the products
But there is one product upon which the duty is im-
mensely increased, which has done or will do the American
people more harm, infinitely more harm, than the reduction of
all the duties that are found in Schedule C.

Under the Dingley law, the duty on structural steel of all
kinds, structural shapes of all kinds, was $10 per ton; and be-
cause one building in New York has been constructed of im-
ported structural steel, imported, as I am informed, because
our home mills could not and would not furnish the steel at
the time the owners of the property desired it, simply because
of that fact, the duty upon structural steel has been raised so
that at $35 per ton for structural steel it is $16 per ton in duty;
and if the price should go to $40 a ton, it is $18 per fon duty.

The House fixed the duty at $6 per ton, and the Senate, in a
very accommodating spirit, segregated the real heart of the
structural-steel business by saying ‘‘but not assembled or ad-
vanced beyond rolling, casting, and hammering,” describing in
that way a product which no American consumer has ever
bought, or ever will buy. ’

Now, while I shall not stop to argue upon the details of it,
because I recognize that it is simply my judgment being re-
corded in this address, as to structural steel, the use of which
is advancing more rapidly than any other form of steel, just as
rapidly as wood bridges give way to steel structures, just as
rapidly as brick buildings or stone buildings give way to steel
structures, this commodity has been raised 60 per cent above
the Dingley law and more than 100 per cent above the duty
fixed by the House.

I ecan not undersitand the blindness of men who will insist
upon a duty of that kind, and, even if they thought the other re-
ductions in the steel schedule were material, mar the effect of
their work with such a gross injustice upon those who must
buy this commodity in the future.

Mr. DEPEW. Mr. President, just one word.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from New York?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do. 3

Mr. DEPEW. As I have listened to the Senator's speech, he
proceeds upon the assumption that my information has been
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received from the officers of the United States Steel Corpora-
tion. I have not heard from any officer of the United States
Steel Corporation. So far as I am concerned, they seem to be
indifferent as to what may be done. But my information has
come entirely from the independent steel manufacturers of the
State of New York, who have made no money in the last five
years.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I do not know why the Sen-
ator from New York inferred that I believed his communication
had been with an officer of the United States Steel Corporation,
but if he did so infer, while the inference was undoubtedly inac-
curate, there must have been some great truth in what I am
saying, even from his standpoint, that led him to the suggestion
just made. That is the grain of truth in the attitude of the
United States Steel Corporation toward the business as a whole,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. CUMMINS. I am going to yield to the Senator from
Utah, but I hope that I may be allowed to go on after that
time, because I make the suggestion now that this is not the
hour and the place to enter into a close discussion with regard
to details, If I am wrong in what I say, there is a great tri-
bunal which will enter its judgment against me. I now yield
to the Senator from Utah. -

Mr. SMOOT. I simply wantcd to call attention to the fact
that the Senator is mistaken in the present rate on structural
steel, The present rate on structural steel is, I think, six-
tenths of a cent a pound, or $12 a ton; and the Senator must
certainly know that even at $12 a ton, the rate to-day, upon the
Pacific coast last year there were 35,000 tons of structural steel
imported. I believe fully, and I do not see how the Senator can
feel otherwise, that with the rate of three-tenths of a cent per
pound, or $6 per ton, upon structural steel valued at $18 per ton
or under, the whole of the Pacific coast market will be taken
away.from the American trade. The present rate is $12. The
rate in this bill is $6. At $12 a ton there were 35,000 tons im-
ported to the Pacific coast last year.

Mr. CUMMINS. I did not intend to be tempted into a dis-
cussion of the matter. The fallacy in the suggestion of the
Senator from Utah has been exposed time and again during the
course of this debate. I may be wrong, but my recollection is
that the duty upon structural steel of all kinds, whether as-
sembled or otherwise, in the Dingley law is $10 a ton, which,
as I compute——

Mr. DOLLIVER. Five-tenths of a cent per pound.

Mr. CUMMINS. Which, as I computed it, means $10 a ton.
Therefore the Senator from Utah is wrong in his premise.
It is not $12 a ton, but $10 a ton. The House reduced it to $6
per ton, or three-tenths of a cent per pound, and that included
all kinds of structural steel, using exactly the language found
in the Dingley law. But the Senate separated unfinished struc-
tural steel from finished structural steel, and attached a duty
of §8 a ton upon unfinished structural steel worth less than $19
a ton and five-tenths of a cent, or $10 a ton, upon unfinished
structural steel worth more than $19 a ton. I say there is no
structural steel worth $19 a ton or less. It is an abuse of words.
It is a deceit upon the American people. Pig iron is worth $17.50
a ton in the United States at many times. I do not know just
what it is worth now, but it is certainly now worth $16 a ton;
and yet you tell me that there is a form of structural steel
worth only $19 a ton. The statement refutes itself. Steel rails
as they come straight from the rolls, punched only, a very in-
expensive process, sell in the United States for $28 a ton.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Iowa further
yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is speaking of the American price
of pig iron.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am. :

Mr. SMOOT. And he is also speaking of the American price
of structural steel. But he must remember this——

Mr. CUMMINS. I am not speaking of the American price
of structural steel. I have not spoken of any price of structural
steel,

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator was speaking of the price of struc-
tural steel, a form of structural steel as not being worth $19
anywhere. I sgay to the Senator that on structural steel in a
foreign country—and that is the place we have to take the price
into consideration in placing duties upon it—there is a price of
£19 per ton.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I deny that statement, al-
though I have no doubt the Senator from Utah believes it to
be true. The difference between the Senator from Utah and
myself is that we are not talking of the same thing. I do not
speak of structural steel as the bar of steel as it comes from

the roll. I am speaking of structural steel in the form in which
the people of the United States who desire to use it buy if.
You might as well speak of the value of a steel rail red hot,
as it has passed halfway through the process of manufacture,
as to speak of the kind of structural steel that is in the mind
of the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the kind of structural steel
in my mind has been shipped to the Pacific coast, and I have
a great many of the invoices in my office, showing that the
steel does not cost at port of shipment $19 per ton.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I do not intend to argue
the matter with the Senator from Utah. I know precisely what
he means, but the people of the United States do not under-
stand what he means,

I know that there is an unfinished product, one that has
only passed halfway through the process of manufacture,
which may be bought in some of the markets of the world for
$19 or $20 per ton. But it is not the structural steel named
in the Dingley law; it is not the structural steel named in the
pending bill as it passed the House of Representatives; and it
is only because of the inordinate desire which has been dis-
played from the very beginning in the Senate to lift these
duties beyond any reasonable point and beyond the point of
protection that it became necessary to separate this structural
steel into an unfinished class, upon which you attach duties
still higher than the House attached to the finished product
and put the finished product, that which the people of this
country buy, under the basket clause.

I do not know whether the Finance Committee hoped that
the duty which now falls upon structural steel would escape
the notice of the public or not; but if it did not, why did it
not say in the paragraph itself that all other forms of strue-
tural steel should bear a duty of 45 per cent ad valorem? -

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa fur-
ther yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. SMOOT. "I think the importations show that there is
over 90 per cent of the structural steel coming into this country
that falls under the lower rate—that is, at three-tenths and
four-tenths of a cent per pound.

Mr. CUMMINS, Mr. President, this is no hour to even con-
sider the prophecies of fhe Senator from Utah. I do not believe
that they will be fulfilled. My purpose only is at this moment
to show that instead of reducing the duties upon struetural
steel, or instead of leaving them where they were, as fixed under
the conditions of 1807, we have raised the duties upon them, as
I compute, 60 per cent above the Dingley law and more than
100 per cent above the rate originally fixed by the House.

There are many other things that have been raised in the
metal schedule that I have not the time to consider. While in
some instances we have reduced the duties upon cutlery, as a
whole the cutlery schedule has been raised. You have given to
manufacturers of the United States an unjust and unfair ad-
vantage that they did not possess before. While you have not
in most instances increased the nominal duties, and while in
some instances you have lowered these duties, upon the whole
there is less protection to the American consumer in cutlery
against the avarice, if that avarice ever has an opportunity to
gratify itself, of the American manufacturer than there was
under the Dingley law.

The duties upon watches in the metal schedule are set forth
in very great detail. The duties on watches have been in-
creased in some instances. As in the case of cutlery, the fixed
ad valorem or the fixed specific in a few cases has been lowered.
But mark my words: Those who control the watch business of
the United States, by reason of the conditions—onerous, and in
some respects ridiculous, conditions—that have been attached
to the watch schedule, will find it easier to work their will upon
the American consumer than they did before.

Therefore, while I grant that there has been a marked reduc-
tion in tonnage steel, but not such a reduction as will confer any
benefit or any advantage upon the consumers of the United
States, in other respects you have neutralized, you have over-
come, all the benefits that from your standpoint you were giving
to the people by these lower duties by raising the taxes upon
structural steel, upon watches, and upon a great many other
‘tjhlngs that I could mention in this schedule had I the time to

0 S0.

I pass now to Schedule D, wood. The duty has been lowered
upon boards, planks. I recognize that, and I am very glad of

it. T acknowledge some benefit that will ensue to the consuming
public on account of the reduction in the duties upon boards.
They ought to have been free, simply because you can produce
them in this country cheaper than they can produce them any-
But when a man does me a

where else on earth, as I believe,
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partial favor I am willing to acknowledge it; and while; unless
he is a bankrupt, I am not willing to aecept any partial payment
of a debt, yet I am always willing to give him credit for a goed
intention.

But why did yon increase the duty upon timber 50 per cent
over the Dingley law? I wish somebody would answer that
question ; not now, but to-morrow, when those who believe that
this bill ought to become a law will speak. Tell me why the
duty upon timber was increased 50 per cent over the Dingley
rate. In the Dingley law, timber squared by either hewing or
sawing, or in any other method, bore a duty of 1 cent per cubic
foot, the timber being 8 inches or more upon a side.

When the bill came from the House to the Senate it was ob-
served, and the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELSON]
called the attention of the Senate to it, that there had been
carefully interpolated the words “hewn or squared otherwise
than by sawing,” excluding thereby all the squared timber that
has been or could be brought into the United States, because
in these days we do not hew timber, we saw timber. Upon the
suggestion of the Senator from Minnesota the conscience of the
Senate was so shocked that instantly those words were stricken
from the proposed law, and the Senate adopted that paragraph
gaymg “tiwber squared, no matter how squared, 1 cent per
cnbic foot.” It passed into the sacred precinets of the confer-
ence committee room, and there the zealous friends of a high
duty upen lumber found their opportunity, and there were
restored’' the words which had been wrought into the bill in
the House and which had been strieken from the bill in the
Senate; and it is now squared otherwise than by sawing.

So every foot of timber that comes into the United States
hereafter will come in not under the paragraph relating to
timber; it will come in under the paragraph relating to boards.
And what will be the duty? There are 12 feet of beard measure
in a cubie foot of timber. There will be 12 boards, and they will
come in at the rate of $1.25 a thousand if they have not been
finished in any way. And what is that rate? It is just 50 per

cent more than 1 cent per cubic foot. Therefore you have done

muech to nentralize the benefit that you conferred upon the
American people by reducing lumber to $1.25 per thousand.

And not only so, but yon raised the duty upon shingles 663§
per cent, from 30 cents a thousand to 50 cents a thousand. I
shall’ nut stop to inquire into the justice of this increase; I am
only trying to see whether we have revised this tariff in accord-
ance with what I believe to be the spirit of the Republican party
and in accordance with what I know to be the demands of its plat-
form announced at Chicago. While I'am willing to say that there
has been on the whele a little reduction in the lumber sehedule,
it is not that reduction which we even in the Senate believed
should be made when the bill passed from our care into the
care of the conference committee.

Sehedule E is the next schedule—sugar. I am not going at
this time to detain you a single moment with respect to the
merits of the duties upon sngar. I only want you to remember
that we have reduced the duty upon refined sugar 5 cents per
hundred pounds. There is no Senator who believes that this is
a substantial reduction. There are many Senators who believe
that there ought to be no reduetion. I shall not present my
views upon that subject. But while reducing the duties on
sugar 5 cents per hundred pounds, how long, I ask my colleague,
will it take a man to acquire 5 cents' benefit out of that reduc-
tion? He must eat sugar constantly for two years in order to
be benefited. But I pass that.

I complain more particularly of the determination upon the
part of the Senate to preserve for the American Sugar Refin-
ing Company the differential which, as it is now erystallized
into this law, will enable it to continue its ecampaign of dep-
redation and fraud and crime. My complaint is that you
have given no opportunity in this readjustment of the tariff
schedule for the honest, the struggling, the independent sngar
refiner, and of course have not benefited in any degree the
sugar producer. It will not be claimed by anybody, I am sure,
that we have revised the sugar and molasses tariff downward.

Schedule F relates to tobacco. I do not know anything
about tobaceo. My friend the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Bevermee] knows all there is to know about tobacco. But
T believe it is not claimed that we bave reduced the duty on
imported tobacco. That, at least, is not suggested, although I
have heard my distinguished friend the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. BuLkELEY] complain a little about a supposed
invasion of tobacco from the Philippines. I pass that schedule,
becanse it has not been revised downward, and there is no
pretense that it has.

Schedule G comprises agricultural products and provisions.
I wish my friend from North Dakota [Mr. McCUMBER] were
here to sympathize with me at this moment. No one claims
that there has been any revision downward im the agricultural

schedule; T believe; but I have heard sighs of discontent from
this quarter in refleeting upon his want of success in revising
it upward. I come from an agricumltural region. I know that
most of the duties upon agricultural products give the producer
no benefit whatever.

I am induced at this moment to tell you about what sort of a
reception I will have when I get home. A day or two ago there
came to me a paper published daily by a very distinguished Re-
publiean, who has made my life somewhat troublesome for the
last few years; and this is the purport of the editorial. It said:

Prepare for a reception for our distinguished junior Senator. He
went about the prairies of Iowa for eight years storming for a revision
of the tariff. e finally accomplished ambition and was sent to the
Senate, where he has been talking mest of the winter, much to the diss
gust of those who have heard him. He is about to return, and he car-
ries his trophy with him—free hides. The thing that the Iowa farmer
wants most Is a reasonable duty on hides, and that is the only thing
that he did not get.

I pass the agricultural schedule, for there is no pretense of a
revision downward., There is some suggestion of a revision up-
ward, for I reflect that California will hereafter supply us with
lemons taxed at a cent and a half a pound, as distingnished
from the cent a pound that we formerly enjoyed.

Mr. WARREN and Mr. PERKINS addressed the Chair.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do, to both Senators. [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. Before the Senator from Towa gets to lem-
ons, I should like to ask what his friend, who is preparing his
reception at home, estimates the damage upon the trophy which
the Senator from Iowa is to take home to the farmers of Iowa?

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, if I did not know that the
Senator from Wyoming was such a friend of hides, I should
feel somewhat reluctant to answer that question. I say in
advance that I do not believe the statement. The editor says
that I have taken away from the farmers of Iowa $35,000,000
per annum. Although I voted against free hides and although
I voted for a duty of 15 per cent after I had failed to reduce
the duty to 10 per cent, while I have always been opposed to free
hides, it has become my mournful fate to return to the bosom
of my community wrapped only in free hIdes. [Laughter.]

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENX. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from California?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr., PERKINS. Mr. President, in relation to lemons, T will
say the duty on lemons is only about 54 per cent, only one-half
of what it is on many articles to which the Senator has re-
ferred. I think that which influenced the Committee on Fi-
nance more than anything else in fixing the duty at a cent and'a
half a pound were the numerous petitions which came from Iowa,
presented by the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. Dorriver], ask-
ing that a duty of a cent and a half be advocated by him and
voted for in the Senate. It seems to me that that perhaps
had more influenee in obtaining the duty whieh is now fixed
than any other influence which was brought to bear.

Mr. President, I wish to say that many friends from Iowa
have settled in California, and they are among our best citi-
zens. When we placed a duty of 12 cents on raisins they were
selling at from 10 to 15 cents per pound. To-day they are sell-
ing at 3 cents a pound, which has been brought about by their
cultivation in California to such an extent as to supply the
whole United States. We have had the same experience in ref-
erence to lemons, The difference in the price of lemons pro-
duced in California is only the difference in freight from Cali-
fornia to the East and the freight charge from Sicily, southern
Italy, and the islands of the West Indies to the United States.

Mr, CUMMINS, But, Mr. President, I did net intend to
enter into a discussion as to the merits of this increase, but I
at least——

Mr. DOLLIVER. If my colleague will permit me, I think
I ought to say that while undoubtedly these petitions repre-
sented the heartfelt yearning of Iowa in respect to lemons, it
was my misfortune to be compelled to present them after the
transaction was over. [Laughter.]

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I know that Towa is heartily
for a cent and a half duty on lemons. [Laughter.]

Mr. PERKINS. One of those petitions was from my friend’s
own city of Des Moines.

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes; I have three or four of them, I did
not present them. There came with one of them such a pathetie
letter that I had it not in my heart to present the petition with-
out presenting the letter also; and the letter desecribed so graph-
ically the immense trouble which the writer had experienced in
securing signatures to the petition that I felt it would neutral-
ize to some extent the effect of the petition itself, and therefore
I withheld it. [Laughter.]
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But I am not to-night complaining of any duty. I am simply
showing that duties have not been decreased ; I am simply show-
ing that this is no revision in the direction which I
we would take when we were assembled here in special session.

I think also that there is a marked increase in certain com-
modities manufactured by the cracker trust. I do not know
why. I do not criticise it, but I find it in the bill. However,
I pass the agricultural schedule with the statement that the
duties have not been materially decreased and with the expres-
sion of the belief that they ought to have been materially de-
creased. I do not stand for unnecessary duties for the farmer
any more than I do for unnecessary duties for the manufaec-
turer. They all ought to be judged by the same law; they all
should be measured by the same standard. I have never fallen
into the habit of believing that the farmer was less intelligent
than the other citizens of the United States. I have never
thought that he could be deceived by giving to him something
that was of no benefit or advantage to him, in order that he
might be reconciled to an invasion of his dearest privileges. So
I think the farmers of the West will stand as firmly for a fair
revision and reduction of their duties as they will insist upon a
fair revision and reduction of the duties upon other products of
the conntry.

Schedule H relates to spirits, and even the most enthusiastic
advocate of the bill has not yet said that there has been any
serious reduction in the duty on spirits. I do not complain of
that. I think the advances in that schedule are exceedingly
wise, and I hope that they will be productive of all the good
that is expected from them.

Schedule I embraces cotton manufactures. We have had more
dispute with respect to cotton and its manufactures than upon
any other subject, unless it is upon the sheep and the things
that are made from his fleece. The duties on cotton and cotton
manufactures have been increased. No one disputes that propo-
sition. I do not intend to weary you by a submission of tables
showing the extent of the increases. The duty on cotton manu-
factures has been increased from the beginning to the end of
the schedule; and I have received to-day and yesterday scores
of telegrams admonishing me that the hosiery schedule has all
the vicious qualities it had when it came originally from the
other House to the Senate. I leave others to point out the
particnlars in which the cotton schedule has been advanced. I
only summon it for the purpose of completing my catalogue
and to find, if I ecan, this substantial, beneficial, downward
revizion for which we were assembled, and which seemed to be
the object of our discussions in the last few months.

Schedule J relates to flax and hemp and jute, and so on.
There is a very slight decrease in some kinds of yarns which
people do not use—I mean the consumers—to any extent, which
are used only by the manufacturers. I pass them. This sched-
ule stands practically as it was., There are more increases in
it when measured by substance than there are decreases in it;
and I stand here as the monument—a very mournful monu-
ment—of one effort to reduce one thing in this schedule.

Possibly some of you will remember how I wearied you with
an effort to show the enormity of the paragraph which covered
oileloth and lineleum. I have never yet found a man who
dared defend that paragraph as it was in the Dingley law or
as it eame from the other House to the Senate. Possibly, out
of the kindness of their hearts, the Finance Committee granted
me a little concession on linoleum, and there was an amendment
adopted by the Senate which did reduce the duties upon oil-
cloth and linoleum, and especially reduce the duties upon the
lower grades of this generally used commodity; so that those
who were not able to buy the highest priced goods would not
be unduly burdened with a tax imposed at the eustom-houses.
I congratulated myself, and I was congratulated by many of
my associates upon this signal vietory. The schedule passed
into the conference room, and it came from the conference room
and is now in the bill with duties higher than they are in the
Dingley law. Not only did my amendment disappear, not only
was all the benefit I tried to secure for the people destroyed,
but I had vastly better have left it alone, for it seems to me
that out of pure desire to demonstrate that an advocate of re-
vision such as I was ought fo be uninfluential in the composi-
tion of this bill, the conference committee has raised the duties
above those which have been in force for the last twelve years.
You ean not, therefore, say that Schedule J is revised downward
and that any of its excessive duties have been correeted.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, I notice from the last
publication of the Finance Committee, Iaid on our desks only
a day or two ago, that the table represents that the present ad

valorem duty is 43.72 per cent, and that the rate fixed by the
conference bill is 40.87 per cent, which would indicate a redue-
tion of 3 per cent.

Mr, CUMMINS. Which is the most grievous mistake that
could be made with regard fo the subject; and it simply dupli-
cates a great many other mistakes that are contained in that
statement.

Mr. GALLINGER. Omne other matter, Mr. President. . Is the
Senator from Iowa clear in his mind that when we Imported last
year $123,000,000 worth of foreign products under this schedule,
there ought to have been a very great reduction, if any?.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I stated when I argued the
point before the Senate that I asked for no reduction upon the
higher grades of linoleum; and the higher grades were the
grades imported, because the duties npon the lower grades are
absolutely prohibitive. In some instances the duties upon the
lower grades equal the entire price at which the product is
sold in the markets of the United States. My objection is that,
instead of preserving this amendment, which would at least
indicate a purpose to protect our people against the possibility,
or the probability, that our own product would be raised above
a fair point, the conference committee has yielded to a demand
from some source, and raised every kind and grade of duties
higher than they were in the Dingley law.

I do not make that assertion casually. I have given the
subject the most careful consideration. I realize, of course,
that I may be mistaken; but if I am mistaken, and it seems to
be a material mistake, I hope that before this debate shall have
closed some member of the Finance Committee will point out
wherein I have fallen into error. I would enter into all these
details now, but I have begun only, and shall continue only, to
state my objections and my opinion with regard to these things.

I now come to Schedule K, wool and its manufactures., Has
there been any revision of the duties upon the manufactures of
wool? Have we taken away from the woolen manufacturers
the possibility, aye, the probability, of being able to 1lift still
higher the prices of their products without danger from abroad?
Not one letter has been changed in this bill respecting the duties
upon these things.

I have heard it stated here, over and over again, by the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island that the woolen schedule must remain
intact. There were some changes made with regard to some
wastes of wool, but, as I remember, there were no substantial
changes made with regard to the duties upon manufactured
wool. A

Mr." ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. It was not my good fortune to hear the whole
of the Senator’'s statement, but I hope he has been more correct
or nearer correct in the statements with reference to the other
schedules than he has with reference to the woolen schedule.
There are three changes in the woolen schedule, all upon the
manufactures of wool—one upon woolen cloths, one upon woolen
yarns, and one upon woolen tops—and no changes upon wastes
of any kind.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Rhode
ilt:slin}?d point out the change upon woolen cloth and say what,

s

Mr. ALDRICH. A change on women's and children’s dress
goods weighing over 4 ounces a square yard, being a reduction
of 5 per cent; not a very large reduction:

Mr. CUMMINS. Precisely.

Mr. ALDRICH. But still a reduction.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator will remember that I used the
word “ substantial.”

Mr, ALDRICH. I understood the Senator to say that there
have been no changes in anything except wastes.

Mr. CUMMINS. I said “ substantially unchanged.”
it is “ substantially unchanged.”

Mr. ALDRICH. What, in the Senator’s opinion, would be a
substantial change?

Mr. CUMMINS. I am snure the Senafor from Rhode Island
will not elaim that there has been any substantial revision of
the woolen schedule downward.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr, President, I do not know what the Sen-
ator would call a substantial change. The Senator, as I under-
stand, is pursuing an argument to show that there has been no
revision downward in this bill. As compared to the existing law,
there are 500 items of reduction in the bill as it now stands
upon the desks of Senators. I do not know what the Senator
from Jowa expects or what the people of Iowa expect in the
way of reductions. I trust that there have been no reductions
which have established duties below protective lines. I do not
understand that we are assembled here for any such purpose

I repeat
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as that. Perhaps the Senator from Iowa came here for that
purpose; I did not. There are 500 reductions in items in the
bill as it now stands before the Senate below the rates in the
present law. I do not know whether that, in the mind of the
Senator from Iowa, is substantial or not.

Mr. CUMMINS, That depends, Mr. President, if the Senator
will allow me to answer at that point. Of course I can not re-
peat the argument I have made during the absence of the
Senator from Rhode Island. I am very sorry he was not here,
although I have no doubt he was better employed than in listen-
ing to anything I could say; but I have named nearly all the
reductions. I have not denied that there are reductions in this
bill, a great many reductions. I am bringing these reductions
to the test that, as I understand, the Republican party has
established, and I am endeavoring to see whether they will ac-
complish the object and the only object that I know of or of
which I am conscious for any revision whatsoever.

Mr. ALDRICH. What test does the Senator from Iowa
think the Republican party has applied to tariff revision?

Mr. CUMMINS. I see, Mr., President, that I will have to
repeat my address——

Mr, ALDRICH. I hope not.

Mr. CUMMINS., And I will do so to some extent. I will
tell the Senator what I think is the object that should be
accomplished; I will tell him what I believe the Republican
party intended that we should do. If we found that there was
any duty here that more than measured the difference between
the cost of production at home and abroad, with a fair profit
added, if we found that there was any duty here that would
enable monopoly or combination to raise prices beyond and
above a fair American level, we should bring those duties down
to the protective point, so that our consumers would be them-
selves protected by the fear of foreign invasion if our domestic
producers lifted their profits above a reasonable point. That is
what I understand to be a fair revision of the tariff.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr, President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa fur-
ther yield to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. It will be impossible for the Senator from
Towa, or any other Senator, or anyone outside of the Senate,
to show that the schedules of this bill as they are now left are
above a reasonable protective point; but reductions such as the
Senator from Iowa has been voting for since this bill was before
the Senate would destroy protection and reduce the rates below
the protective point. That is not the purpose of this Congress,
in my opinion. That is not what we were sent here for. We
were sent here to make a reasonable revision of the tariff,
having in mind all the time the interests of the American peo-
ple, the interests of the workingmen of the United States, and
of the people who are engaged as employers, if you please, in
our great industries. That is the spirit of the revision we have
made; that is the spirit of the revision which will go before
the American people for their approval; and I am certain that
it will receive that approval; that the Republicans and protec-
tionists of ITowa will join with the protectionists and Repub-
licans of other parts of the United States in the approval of the
pending measure adopted by a Republican Congress and ap-
proved by a Republican President.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I said in the very beginning
that this bill was better than any bill that could be framed upon
any other than protective principles; better than any bill that
could be framed upon the doctrine of a tariff for revenue only.
That is about its onily merit. I hope sincerely that next year
the Senator from Rhode Island will come into Jowa; and I
now extend him a most cordial invitation to help me convince
the people of Iowa what is true, honest, fair protection to Ameri-
can industries and American interests. I hope he will come
there and join with me in the effort to make our laws so that
we will preserve the rights of American laborers, not only fil-
tered through their rapacious employers, but will help me put
other safeguards around their privileges and around their
homes.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, if I have the opportunity I
shall only be too glad to accept the invitation of the Senator
from Iowa; and I would go before the people of that com-
munity, intelligent as they are, and I would point out to them
the results of a generation of the protective policy, which has
made that people the most prosperous in the world, and the
richest, gauged by per capita wealth—I mean wealth in its
highest and best sense. I say to the Senator from Iowa that
that people have sustained heretofore the policy of protection.
In this Chamber and in the other they have been represented
by men who were protectionists, who did not hesitate to vote
for protective duties; and the time will come, if it is not here
now, when that people will appreciate, as the other people of

lands in Iowa.

the United States will appreciate, the benefits of the doctrine
of protection and its policy as exemplified in the legislation of
this Congress.

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. CUMMINS, Yes.

Mr, BAILEY. I want to say to the Senator from Iowa that
when the Senator from Rhode Island accepts that invitation,
and they undertake to perform before the people of Iowa in
double harness, I hope due notice will be given, because I want
to come and witness the performance. [Laughter and mani-
festations of applause in the galleries.]

The VICE-PRESIDENT. The occupants of the galleries must
not indulge in any demonstrations.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr, President, I will give the Senator from
Texas notice if the Senator from Rhode Island will accept my
invitation and will give me enough notice so that I may com-
munieate it to the Senator from Texas.

When the Senator from Rhode Island comes to my State,
he will be able to say nothing for the doctrine of protection
that I have not said—not so well as he could =say it, but a
thousand times, in every community, in every village, in every
hamlet of that State—and I expect to acclaim it a thousand
times more. If the Senator outruns me in zeal and devotion
for the principle of protection, it is only because the Creator
has gifted him more highly than he has endowed me. But
when he stands there with me to attempt to show that these
duties, or many of these duties, are necessary in order to
protect the manufacturers of the United States or the laborers
of the United States, then I shall have an infinite advantage
over him, because I will be drinking at the fountain of truth
and that is more inspiring than the sources of error. N

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
further to the Senator from Rhode Island?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. The people of Towa in the past have been
drinking from the fountain of truth; they have heard the
doctrine of truth from a man who was honored in this body
by his services of more than thirty years; and I am quite sure
that the teachings of that man are not forgotten in Iowa even
at the present moment.

Mr. President, of course I understand that I should be at a
great disadvantage in talking to the farmers of Iowa with re-
gard to protection as compared with the Senator from that
State. But if protection is of any benefit to the people of any
country or to any portion of the people of this country, the prin-
cipal beneficiaries are the farmers and the people with whom
they are associated. They are, in my judgment, not only the
principal beneficiaries, but they have been in this country bene-
ficiaries to an extent which has never been equaled by any class
of people in any country in the world.

I remember very well, when I was a boy, hearing about the
Some of the people of my State were very
largely interested in farm lands in Iowa. They held mort-
gages on a large quantity of those lands. What has become of
those mortgages, and what has become of those lands? They
were then worth from three to five dollars an acre. What are
they worth to-day? The people of Iowa, the farmers of Iowa,
were then the debtors of the East. What are they to-day?
They are furnishing the money that develops the industries of
the United States, not only of the West and of the Middle West,
but of every section and part of this country. They are no
longer the debtors of any class anywhere. They are rich in
everything which makes people great, and, in my judgment,
they are not quibbling as to whether the rates of a protective
tariff are 1 per cent too low or 1 per cent too high. It is the
great policy of protection which they are supporting and which
they have ever supported in every presidential election which
has ever taken place. I do not believe that they will be led in
the future by any sophistical statement that the rates in this
bill are not as low as they ought to be to desert.the principles
of protection and to desert the flag of the party that has made
those principles and that policy possible.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, it is very certain that the
Republicans of Iowa will not desert their party. You will
always find them in the first rank. In 1806 it was my honor to
be a member of the Republican national committee during that
wonderful, I was about to say immortal, campaign. For three
months I sat around the council table in Chicago, and I could
now summon up those faithful spirits if I would, although
many of them have gone to their last reward. There was Mark
Hanna, there was Henry Payne, there were a host of others I
could mention, and there were dark days in that campaign.
There were days of gloom and doubt and uncertainty. There
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were days when the skies seemed to lower upon Republican for-
tunes; and as we sat about that table there were oftentimes
wonder and speculation. I have heard those men wonder what
Rhode Island would do; I have heard those men wonder what
Illinois would do; I have heard them wonder what Ohio would
do; I have heard them wonder what New York would do in the
coming election ; but, thank God, during all those days of stress
and storm there was never a voice lifted up to ask “ What will
Towa do%"” She always carries the Republican banner to vie-
tory, and she always will; and it is not for any Senator here
to advise me with respect to Republicanism.

It is not for any Senator here to impugn the loyalty and the
steadfastness of Iowa Republicans. They are just as firmly at-
tached to the Rlepublican doctrine of protection as is the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, and they will be at the camp fire
watching, defending this doctrine of our party when others have
gone weary to their rest. Do not doubt Iowa Republicanism;

nor will Iowa Republicans quibble about 1 per cent or 2 per

cent or 3 per cent, They are not nice and critical with respect
to protective duties. But they do want the doctrine of their

platform fairly and honestly enforced, and they will have it en- |

foreed, for 1 believe that the conscience and the judgment of
the American people are with them.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator from Iowa permit me?

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Towa yield
further?

Mr. CUMMINS. T do.

Mr. ALDRICH. I, too, remember the campaign of 1896,
and the evenis whieh led up te it. I remember, because I was
here, the adoption of the tariff act of 1800, known as the
“ McKinley bill.” I remember the opposition which came to that
bill from all over the country, that the Republicans in Con-
gress had violated the principles of their party by advancing
duties beyond a reasonable height. The criticisms which were
made upon the McKinley bill, of the same nature as those
which are now being made upon this bill, drove the Republican
.party into defeat. Major McKinley was defeated. He was
defeated in his own district—a Republican distriet. I think
there were but 88 Republican Members of the House. The
others were defeated on account of the misrepresentations, the
palpable misrepresentations, of the character of the MeKinley
Act.

What happened? The stene which the builders rejected
became the headstone of the corner, and William McKinley, on
account of his devotion to the great principles of protection,
and on account of his connection with that much-maligned act
of 1890, was elected President of the United States, and the
policy which these gentlemen had talked about as presenting
high rates of duty, this policy, which was rejected by reformers
of all classes, became the principle and the policy of the Ameri-
can people; and in my judgment they will never be led to desert
it by any class of reformers misrepresenting the nature of pro-
tective legislation and its results.

Mr, CUMMINS. Mr. President——

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator from Iowa permit me to
gay just here that no presidential nomination or election is in-
volved in this tariff bill, as there was in the MecKinley bill

Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator from Texas and his friends
are correct, and if these gentlemen are correct in their prognos-
tications, this bill is to lead to the defeat of the Republican
party, on account of the excessive rates of duties; and it ought
to lead to the defeat of the Republican party if it is true that
the rates imposed by this act are excessive.

Mr. BAILEY. But the Senator from Rhode Island said that
act resulted in the defeat of Mr. McKinley and his subsequent
nomination and eleetion to the Presidency.

Mr. ALDRICH. Yes.

Mr, BAILEY. And I do mot want him to lay that sort of a
flattering unction to his soul with respect to this bill.

Mr. ALDRICH. Oh! [Laughter.]

Mr. BAILEY. While I am on my feet, I will correct the his-
tory of the Senator from Rhode Island. William McKinley
was not defeated in a Republican district. They said the State
had been gerrymandered, and that he had been put in a Demo-
cratic district. And he was beaten by as brave and true an
Irishman as ever came from the ould sod.

Mr., ALDRICH. But in the next election that district was
carried by McKinley overwhelmingly.

Mr. BAILEY. But he then ran for governor, and he had the
State for his eonstituency.

Mr. ALDRICH. But he carried the precise district by a
large majority, showing while there may be temporary aberra-
tions in the minds of certain parts of the Ameriean people, in
the Ea.ln they are all right and their ultimate judgment is
soun

Mr. BAILEY. And when I look on the other side, I think the
permanent aberrations are sometimes very great. [Laughter.]

Mr. DICKE. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from JTowa yield
to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. DICK. In order that the truth of history may be pre-
served, I will intrude a few brief observations.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not yield for a speech.

Mr. BAILEY. For observations.

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield for any correction the Senator from
Ohio may desire to make.

Mr. DICK. It will be very brief, and strictly in the nature of
correction.

In the first place, I, too, =at at the council table of the na-
tional committee with the Senator from Iowa; and while we
may have had some concern about the result of the election in
certain States, the faith that was in us of nltimate success was
due as much to the belief that the people would sustain the
proteetive policy as that we were right upon the guestion of the
gold standard.

As to the election in the McKinley district—

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I have said nothing about
the election in the McKinley district.

Mr. DICK. No; but I was trying to correct the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. CUMMINS. I hope the Senator will take some other
occasion to do that. It is enough to correct me.

Mr. DICK. T will desist if the Senator declines to yield.
heMr. CUMMINS. I do. I am the only subject of correction

Te.

Mr. President, we have wandered far afield in this matter.
The Senator from Rhode Island has simply repeated now what
he has attempted a score of times in this debate. He endeavors
to draw atteution from the application of the principle to the
principle itself. I understand, I believe, the doctrine of pro-
tection. I may not understand its application as well as does
the SBenator from Rhode Island, but I understand the principle
just as well as he does, and I am just as devoted an advocate
of it and defexder for it.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Benator from Indiana?

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Just a moment. I was expecting the
Senator or some other Senator to mention one fact in this en-
gaging and dramatic review of the history of the campaign of
1896, in which we are now led to believe that the determining
and controlling question was protection. My recollection, which
may be entirely erroneous, was that the money question, the
question of sound money, was the great issue in the campaign
of 1896; and I wanted to ask the Senator from Iowa whether
I was right or mnot.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. If the Senator Irom Towa will per-
mit me, I should like to suggest to the Senator from Indiana——

Mr. CUMMINS. I yield, under compulsion.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. That it was the absence of money
in the campaign of 1806,

Mr. CUMMINS. 1 did not cateh the remark. Will you re-
peat the remark? I did not hear it

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I dislike very much to repeat it. I
will repeat it privately.

Mr. CUMMINS. Repeat it for my benefit.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. It will be in the Recorp. I merely
said, in answer to the Senator from Indiana, that my impression
was that it was the absence of money——

Mr, BAILEY. On our side.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The American people did not have
any of it.

Mr. CUMMINS, Yes. I can understand now the disinelina-
tion to repeat it. I thought you had made some serious remark.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Oh, no——

Mr. CUMMINS. I beg your pardon, because I did not
hear it

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The Senator from Texas says,
“on their side”” He ought to know, for he was one of the
men who voted for the legislation that brought about the
hard times in this country that year.

Mr. CUMMINS. Now, I suppose I will be expected to yield
to the SBenator from Texas to defend himself.

Mr. BAILEY, It is not worth while. [Laughter.]
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Mr. CUMMINS. I desire to return to the subject——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Just one word.

Mr. CUMMINS. I suggest to the Senator from Indiana——

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Disregarding the humorous turn this
discussion has taken, I wish to go back to the serious and
forcible illustration drawn so well by the Senator from Rhode
Island with respect to the campaign of 1806. He would have
us believe it was upon the question of protection. As a matter
of fact, we all know that that great campaign was fought out
upon what we believed to be the issue of sound money.

I took an inconspicuous part in that campaign, and I remem-
ber very well at the beginning of it we were instructed—
although some of us would not obey—to talk about protection,
because we all agreed upon that, and not to talk about the
money question, because we were divided upon it, and the people
would not listen to the first and demanded to be talked to about
the latter.

Mr, BAILEY. Will the Senator from Towa permit me to help
keep the history of things straight? I remember, whatever was
the issue of the campaign, that the Republican-elected President
called Congress in extraordinary session to deal with the tariff
question.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. CUMMINS. Certainly.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The Senator from Indiana, who is
usually accurate and for whom I have the highest respect, cer-
tainly does not propose seriously to minimize the effect of the
tariff legislation of the Democratic party which preceded the
campaign of 1896,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Of course I do not, Mr. President; but
that is not the point. I recognize that as fully as does the Sen-
ator from Michigan, and have used much physical energy in a
small way upon the stump in enforeing that view. What I was
pointing out here was that the Senator from Rhode Island in
his extremely clever turning of this thing was leaving us all
upon record as having fought the campaign of 1896 upon the
question of protection, when, as a matter of fact, we all know
that that campaign was fought out upon the question of free
silver, 16 to 1. as against what we called * sound money.”

Mr. BAILEY and others addressed the Chair,

Mr. CUMMINS. Will some one yield to me for a moment?
[Laughter.]

‘The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Iowa has the

floor. Does he yield, and to whom?
Mr. CUMMINS. I yield to the Senator from Texas, who is
on his feet.

Mr. BAILEY. The one sentence which has survived that
campaign and all its other memories is McKinley's famous
‘sentence, “ Let us open the mills instead of the mints.”

Mr. CUMMINS. They are both right. They are all right
‘and all wrong; partly right and partly wrong. I know what
the campaign of 1896 was, and you all will remember it in a
moment when I tell you that the Republican charge was that
the tariff bill of 1894 had brought on these adverse times and
that the only way to restore prosperity was to enact the gold
standard and pass a protective tariff law. That was the cam-
paign of 1896.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. No.

Mr. CUMMINS. I think it was. It was both the money
question and the tariff question. What is the use to endeavor
to turn the campaign into either of these channels alone? The
Republican party was just as much wedded to protection as
it was to sound money.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator permit me here?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do.

Mr. ALDRICH. Is the Senator willing to admit that the
defeat of the Republican party in 1892 was owing to the mis-
representations of the enemies of protection as to the character
of the act of 18007

Mr. CUMMINS. I am not willing to admit that.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Iowa yield
to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. CUMMINS. I do, for a moment.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Will not the Senator admit this:
That the Demoeratic party was responsible for the tariff legis-
Iation from 1894 until the passage of the Dingley law, and when
times did begin to get hard and employment became scarce,
instead of their admitting the cause of our distress they actually
arged the American people to turn from low tariff and a lack
of ‘industrinl employment to the coining of silver free? So,
whether that was the issue or whether the tariff was the issue,

the Senator from Iowa knows that the Democratic party stood
for another free thing, namely, the free coinage of silver.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Iowa yield to me?

Mr. CUMMINS. This very delightful—

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. CUMMINS. Republican council—

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield to me?

Mr, CUMMINS. I do. Yes; gladly.  Tell them all about it.

Mr. NELSON. I want to remind the Senator from Iowa that
all this talk is about dead issunes. .

Mr. CUMMINS. I have not had time to say so,

Mr. NELSON. “Let the dead past bury its dead.” The
living question is the duty on hides and uppers and shoes.
[Laughter.]

Mr. CUMMINS. T am not willing to narrow the issue quite
so much as is indicated by the Senator from Minnesota, nor am

I desirous at this time of rediscussing the campaign of 1806;
‘but I wish to call the attention of the Senator from Rhode

Island to the fact that I am a better Republican than he, if he
believes what he stated before he wandered off into these by-
paths of history. He said that if the people of this country be-
lieved that the duties of this bill were too high they should turn
the Government of this country over to the Demoecratic party.
Have I quoted him correctly or incorrectly?

Mr. ALDRICH. I =aid if the duties were excessive. That is
what I said, and I repeat it. If the Senator from Iowa and
those who are acting with him in this respect are correct, and
if this bill levies duties upon the people of the United States
which are excessive, then they ought to vote with the Senator
from Iowa to displace the Itepublican party from power and put
tariff reformers in their places.

Mr. CUMMINS. That is precisely what I have understood
to be the position of the Senator from Rhode Island from the
first. I differ with him radically and emphatically. Because I
believe the duties of this bill are too high I shall not therefore
vote to install any Democrat in office, for this bill is better than
any tariff bill which can be composed upon the doctrine of a tar-
iff for revenue only.

I have made my fight, and I intend to make if, within the
ranks of the Republican party. I shall do whatsoever lies in
my power to return every Republican candidate to office,
whether in the State of Iowa or elsewhere, but at the same time
I shall endeavor to send him here under commission to see to it
that these duties express fairly, truly, and honestly the Repub-
lican doctrine, and not some exaggerated dream of the Repub-
lican doctrine.

Mr. ALDRICH. The Senator from Iowa misunderstands my
statement. I know that the Senator from Iowa considers these
duties excessive. I said if the American people should conclude
that these duties were excessive, I hope the Senator sees the
distinetion.

Mr. CUMMINS. I donot. I am so obtuse that I do not see
the difference. Of course I understand the sarcasm of the
Senator from Rhode Island. I appreciate the difference between
the junior Senator from Iowa and the people of the United
States, which I suppose is the difference he intended to empha-
size.

Mr. ALDRICH. No, Mr. President, not quite that. T meant
to say that in my judgment this bill by its virtues and by its
merits will satisfy the American people in the very near future
that its rates are not excessive.

Mr, CUMMINS. I have so dear a regard for the fortunes of
the Republican party, for the welfare of the people of the
United States, that I ean hope with the Senator from Rhode
Island that I am mistaken, and that the people will enter judg-
ment against my views. But I do not believe that the Re-
publican voters of the United States will reach the conclusion
that these duties are properly adjusted. I do not believe they
will regard these duties as the fulfillment of the promises we
made in the Chicago platform, and I do believe that with a voice
that no Senator dare disobey, no Representative dare disobey,
in the near future we will be required to readjust some of the
inequalities, and remove some of the injustices from this
measure.

Mr. ALDRICH. From whom does the Senator from Iowa
expect that mandate? From the great majority of the Repub-
lican party? From the people who represent it in this Chamber
and in the House of Representatives and in the executive chair?
Or does he expect it from a minority, respectable and able and
conscientious? Who is to give this mandate for a change in
this act and for revision downward to an extent that will satisfy
the Senator from Iowa? Whence will come the word? Will it
come from the great majority of the Republican party, stretched
across from California to Maine, or will it come from a class
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of conscientious, theoretical, if you will permit the term, re-
formers?

Mr. CUMMINS. Misguided.

Mr, ALDRICH. Oh, I will not say misguided, because I ad-
mire the consistency of the Senator from Iowa. I have had
occasion several times on this floor to say that I honor a man
who believes that low tariffs are better than high tariffs, and
who has the courage, as a Republican, to say so against the
opinions and the wishes and the judgment of the great majority
of his party.

1 honor a man who has the courage to stand up in the Sen-
ate of the United States and say that the great mass of his party
are mistaken; that the President of the United States is mis-
taken, and this bill is a delusion and a sham; that we are the
misguided people who are voting for what we understand to
be the policy of the Republican party, a policy upon which the
people of the United States have set the seal of approval many
and many a time from 1856 to the last convention that was held,
and, in my judgment, upon which they will continue to set their
seal of approval in the future.

No; I am not mistaken about the Senator from Iowa. I
know that he has on every field and on every occasion sought
to indoctrinate the people he represents and the people of the
whole country with his idea that tariffs should be reduced; that
low tariffs are necessary for the benefit of the people of the
United States. I honor him for his courage, but I ask him as
a Republican and as a protectionist to give to those of us who
disagree with him the right to our opinions and to our judg-
ments; and if we remain as we are, the representatives of the
great majority of the American people, then I ask him to sub-
mit, if he will, to the will of the majority.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am grateful for the expression of confi-
dence in my motives. I began this address, which should have
come to an end long ago, with the statement that I granted to
every Senator the very same measure of honesty that I claim
for myself. I have never at any time impugned or challenged
- the motive of any Senator in this body.

Mr. ALDRICH. Oh, I am sure that is so. I understand that,
and I realize it; and I realize, also, that I have intruded npon
this debate to a much greater length than I should have done,
and I apologize to the Senator from Iowa for that intru-
sion.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I am neither a high-tariff
man nor a low-tariff man. It is as unfair to term those of my
belief low-tariff men as it would be to term the Senator from
Rhode Island a high-tariff man., I am for just the right tariff,
whether it is low or whether it is high,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I'or protection.

Mr. CUMMINS. I am for the duties that will protect the inter-
ests of the United States and the markets of the United States,
and I am not for a single unnecessary duty upon anything what-
ever, because I believe that it is an instrument of evil and is
simply the forerunner of disaster for the American people.

Mr. President, I do not know whether I represent the majority
of the Republicans of the United States in sentiment or not, but
I believe that I do. I believe that a majority of them hold the
opinions that I have been attempting =o inadequately to express,
and they are loyal protectionists. They have not yet lifted up
their voices in sufficient volume and with sufficient directness
{0 penefrate these legislative halls, but they will. They will
find some way to make Senators understand their conception of
protection; and when they do, I doubt not that every Senator
here will yield implicit obedience to this direction of the only
govereign recognized under the flag of America.

So, I close my debate with the Senator from Rhode Island.
Fortunately I had completed my review of these schedules, save
the one upon print paper and the one embracing sundries. In
print paper we have reduced the duty from $6 to $3.75 per ton.
I hope my belief will be found illy based, but I believe that
after the 31st day of next March print paper will bear a duty
of more than $13 a ton instead of $3.75 a ton, for I can not see
how it will be possible for the President of the United States
to relieve those Provinces of Canada from which we receive im-
portations. of print paper from the operation of the maximum
tariff, or the regular tariff, which is 25 per cent ad valorem
added to the duties we have now prescribed. I do not say it
is not possible, but it seems to me probable that this will be
true after the 31st day of next March.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, Canada can relieve the
situation, of course, whether the President can or not.

Mr. CUMMINS. If the President can say on the 31st of next
March that the trade relations between the United States and
(Clanada are reciprocally fair and reasonable; that there are no
discriminating duties or bounties or impositions or restrictions

of any sort, then he can give Canada and her Provinces the
benefit of our minimum tariff, and otherwise not.

Mr. GALLINGER. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. So, Mr, President, I close my review of this
bill. I intend to fight just as hard, just as persistently, just as
zealously for the Republican party in the future as I have done
in the past. I hope that it will be as brilliantly successful in
the future as in the past; but I never shall forego for a single
moment my right to point out the errors of the party to which
I belong, or intermit my efforts to bring it to the position which
I think it ought to occupy.

Thus I have, and at vastly greater length than I expected,
given the reasons why as a Republican I intend to vote against

‘the conference report, and to give the world notice, in so far as

I can, that, while I shall always defend the principle that under-
lies this tariff bill, I shall never attempt to excuse what I
believe to be its mistakes and excesses.

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I have a little business which I
deem it proper to attend to now. I shall therefore not expatiate
about the tariff. The Senator from Rhode Island [ Mr. ALprICcH],
who is chairman of the Finance Committee, made some state-
ment in reply to my allegation that the Democrats who occeupied
a place on the committee of conference had been promised a full
day to examine this bill and to make their statement before it
was reported.

I renew the allegation that they were promised a full day.
In the statement he said that I was the only one of the con-
ferees who was dissatisfied with what they had done. As soon
a8 I took my seat the Senator from Texas [Mr. BaiLey] arose
and stated that I was right in what I said as to the facts, and
announced his own concurrence with me as to the law. So that
all of the Democratic conferees except the absent one, the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. MoxEY], stated what I have stated;
-and before that Senator left for Mississippi he told me that he
algo concurred as to the law as I have laid it down.

As to the facts, the chairman of the committee stated that on
the evening of Thursday, on the morning of which day the Sen-
ator from Texas and myself appeared as conferees, his secretary
had notified the Democratic conferees in person. I have seen
the secretary of the Finance Committee, Mr. Shelton, and he
refutes that statement of the Senator from Rhode Island, and
tells me that he himself communicated, not carried, the notifica-
tion by phone; that he called the phone office in the Capitol
and my office in the annex. 8o, before we were notified at 9
a. m. Friday, the day after the conference concluded, that hill—
concerning which we had the faithful and honorable promise of
a day—had gone 1o the House of Representatives and was
swiftly presented and considered therein.

It is needless for me to prolong the controversy; it would be
vain; but I wish to tell the Senate that in their acquiescence
in the exclusion of their own Members, whom they appointed
and in effect ordered to attend this committee and deliver their
judgment, they have left the Constitution of this country pros-
trate. Whatever offenses may be in this tariff bill are small
compared to this abandonment and desertion of public duty
in the capital of this country. As sure as truth lives and just
as sure as the American people respect their free Constitution
and stand ready to defend it, just as sure will this desertion
and abandonment of it be overturned. I may not live to see
it, but I believe that I will, and I shall stand to my guns as
long as I live, as I have ever stood for that which I believe to be
the law and the Constitution of the Government that I serve.

It is pedantry and it is picayunigh to attempt to defend the
Republican conferees by saying that the Democrats did the same
thing. I have no knowledge of that. The Senator from Rhode
Island says that it has always been usual for their course of
procedure to be practiced.

Mr. President, I do not confine myself to being opposed to
what some Demoecrats have favored. I have stood in this
Chamber and opposed with all my might what some Demo-
crats favored. If they call themselves Democrats and did what
the Republican committee, with the supine acquiescence of the
Senate, has done, they did un-Democratic things; and I would
oppose them if I were present or had an opportunity to oppose
them just as quickly as I would oppose any man here.

An honest obedience to the oath to support the Constitution,
to obey the rules of the Senate, to well and truly administer
the law, is no party question, and it can not become a party
question as long as men are sincere and true and honest to
their trust. ] 3

Some one asked me why I praised the Senator from Rhode
Island day before yesterday for his courtesy and for his kind-
ness. I replied, because I knew that he had been courteous
and that he had been kind. If he had trampled upon me more
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than he did, I should never be forced to say what was untrue
about him or refuse to allow him the credit of the virtues
which he has displayed.

When I was a patron of the Jamestown exposition bill in’

this body and asking a liberal appropriation, the matter for a
time halted, languishing in both the House and the Senate.
Senator ArpricH, of IRRhode Island, and Senator CrRANE, of
Massachusetts, whose States were of the old thirteen in the
Revolution, came to the assistance of the Virginia Senators, and
ere long a unanimous vote in the Senate was obtained for
the measure. With much kind assistance in other guarters, I
can say that without their help the measure would in all like-
lihood bhave failed. Apart from other courtesies and con-
siderations received, these things alone entitle these gentle-
men to the lasting gratitude of my colleagne and myself, and
have received it.

A Republican orator stated before the Republican conven-
tion that I had declared that I was a protectionist and had
asked favors of a Republican Congress. There was not a word

of truth in the statement, but I can understand how he was
fooled, if he did say it, and therefore I shall apply no epi-
thet to him. The Democratic papers of Virginia which had
Republican correspondents here knew so little about their party
and so little about me that some of them said so. In that
case the Democratic papers were first beguiled by Republican
correspondents, and they passed their beguilement to Repub-
licans in turn. Falsehood travels on swift feet; truth follows
on a leaden heel; but when she does strike, she strikes with
a fearless heart and with an iron hand. She will catech up,
even though she be as slow as the Democratic party is to com-
ing by its own. .

Now, Mr. President, I wish to put into the Recorp the cottou
schedule. I will not stop to recite it. The people will have
plenty of time to study it and plenty of time to feel it. I hope
that permission may be granted me, Mr. President.

The VICE-PRESIDENT. Without objection, the request of
the Senator from Virginia will be granted.

The matter referred to is as follows:

Schedule I.—Cotton manufactures.

Imports for consumption, 2s
Para- year ending June 30, 1907. Rates of duty under
m Classification of present law (act of 1897).
1438 Quantity. Value. FPresent law. l Conference report.
|
o S onke Nﬂluaﬂun!sg;uu;l.
cents per pound. .. cen d,

3§ cents per pound.. 3centapl§?polmdm.

4 cents per pound 2§ cents per pound.

43 cents per pound. . 4 cents per pound.

5 cents per pound. . .| 4} cents per pound.

5} cents per pound. .| 4§ cents per pound.

6 cents per pound.. .| 5 cents per pound.

8 cents per pound. . u cents per pound.
cents per pound . 64 cents per pound.
cents per pound. 7 cents per pound.
cents per pound......cceeenuae 73 cents per pound.

10 cents per pound. 8 cents per pound.

11} cents per pound 9 cents per pound.

mcmtsparpwnd 10 cents per pound.
cents per pound . 11 cents per pound.

15 cents per pound . 12 cents per pound.

183 cents per pound 15 cents per pound.

20 cents per pound. 16 cents per pound.
cents per pound 18 cents per pound.

224 cents per pound 18} cents per pound.
cents per pound 19 cents per pound.

25 cents per pound . 20 cents per pound.

30 cents per pound. .......exee-- 24 cents per pound.

32} cents per pound............. 26 cents per pound.

25 cents per pound..............| 28 cents per pound.

Nt less than 20 per cent.
6 cents per pound. ...eeeenacnnaa cents per pouns
ﬂcelm per pound 6 cents per pound.
6 cents per
6 cents per poune
cents pound.
815 H
Not exceeding 50 threads to the square inch—
Valued over 7 cents and not over 9 cents per square yard,
not bleached, dyed, or colored...........oaa-. 5q. ..| 191,276.00 16,274.00 lomtgw
Bleached, valued over 16 cents per square yard..sq. yds.. 31, 445. 00 5,149.00 | 1} cents per
Not ex 100 threads to the square inch, ete.—
Not bl ed, dyed, or colored, valued over 10 cents and
not over lv:gcenu ............................. 8q. yds. 151,041. 00 17, 446.00
Bl ed, valued over 12 cents and not over 15 cents,
524, 096. 50 70,108.00 | 25 percent....ceceeeeenemenannan- 5 cents per square yard.
3 yds..| 1,434,808.00 259,245.15 | B0 per cent....cocccanmmcnannncnn 7% cents per square yard.
216
Not dyed, bleached, colored, etc.—
not 8 square yards to the
Ema?.s.ﬁq ..... mmg sq ..... ?...sq. yds. 60,154.00 5,001.00 | 2} cents per square yard.........| 3 cents per square yard.
Valued over 10 and not over 12} cents square
................. d"t.ilﬁ-ﬁpu; . yds 161,879. 00 20,028.00 | 30 percent..........-...cs-=s---| 4} cents per square yard.
over 15 and not over 16 cen
: .jvd.m ...... 15 ........... s pe: sqyﬂsm 2,939,033.83 465,521.00 | 35 per Cent. cocseacenrmensasss «».| G} cents per square yard.,
ored, ete., valued over 17 not over 20 cen
Dﬁﬁmyard.’................l..............sq.s‘dS.. 8,680,008. 68 | 1,530,802.40 | 35 percent.....cuseueesnsssssss.l 8 cents por square yard.
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Schedule I—Cotton manufactures—Continued.

Imports for consum:
Pars: year ending June so?lm'. Rates of duty under—
ofgpll:‘l Classification of present law (act of 1897).
1438, s Quantity. Value. Present law. Conference report.
Cloth—Continued.
a7 Exmdinw and not over 200 threads to square inch—
Not bleached, dyad ete., valued over 124 and not over 14
COnts Per SquATe FAIM . .....ccceeeermiimanarnes 8q. yds.. 47,475.50 $6,171.50 | 35 percent.........cccevnanavens 5} cents per square yard.
B!aached ued over 16 and not over 20 cents per sqydsm PGS e R R % S ik i
.5q -1 7 1242, O e cents per square S
Dyad, colored, a:‘zic., ‘valued over 17 and not over 20 cngsm = 298’053.?13 e pee - e " Sw
persquareyard... .. .....c....ceoicieoonso--.5Q.¥dS. 115, . oM i aii sy cents per square i
318 Exmd.ing 200 and not exceeding 300 threads to the square - o s ¥
Ntllablentghed dyed, atg.rdvﬂnedatovar 14 alld not;f‘:r 29 & ] T
uare et i .. 517. ) 229. 60 cen’ are
Bleached, p:::gqed at %vur 16 but not o < i i 3& e 4
square yard. .......... 8q. ..| 2,420,385.93 483,961. 94 8 cents per square yard.
g Tl el ds..| 6,640,862, 443,233. 00 "1 113 cents ard,
cen Square yar . i 1,443, een p
319 Exceeding 300 threads 10 the % ] 5 R TR
Bl ed, vahzed at over ‘5 e 02 = Len
................................... , 666, 15 10, 627. 55 cen uare
Dy:cziacaromd ete., valued at over 25 eenupersq{t;;e e = = tspersq
......................................... 75 118,977, cen T square yard.
323 | Cotton cloth in which the ord. warpandﬂllln threada orm & % PEESE
e, ete., whether known apats or oth
ueeding and not over 100 threads to the squm inch—
Not bleached, dyed, ete., not exceeding 6 square yards
to the pound, valued at more than 7 cents per square
. yds. 225.00 18.00 | 3} cents per square yard.........| 4} cents per square yard.
more
g 700.00 | 33 cents yard 43 cents ard
3 cen’ T square yard......... TS per square yard.
,vnluetintmumthnn?cmispﬂsquxe o306 75.00 | @ tspe = 5% oents ard
it 00 cen’ uare yard......... T square e
Note:ceedlnﬁ;‘lillthrmdstothe uare inch— i kS Pt ¥
Not bl dyed, ete., valued at over 7 cents per square
Sy g I e Py o B e S e S sq.yds..| 499,757.33 68, 505. 00 | 25 per cent plus2 cents per square| 7 cents per square yard.
yard.
Bleached, valued over 9 cents persquare yard. ...sq. yds..| 577,870.50 80, 837. 00 | 25 percent plus2 cents per square | 7 cents per square yard.
Dyed colored, etc., valued over 12 cents per square G
.......................................... sq. yds..| 1,101,497.09 | 220,244, 00 | 30 percent plus2 cents persquare | 93 cents per square yard.
Exeeeamglouand not exceeding 150 threads to the square z
Notblemhad d ete., not exceeding 4 square yards
w&emmd%uﬁmmﬁm?mngé:&;e e i % B oats 3
........................................ 3 cen uare A—— L uare
Ex?mdmg 4 square yards and not exceeding 6 square 4 pereq el pehad b
yardstothepound,vnlusdmmthm?oanuper square
)y T P e e B L e AL S R 5q. yds.. 270,00 32.00 |4 cents per square yard.......... 64 cents per square yard.
Valued over 9 cents per square yard............. sq. yds..| 167,325.50 24,729.00 | 30 per c;tgd plus 2 cents per | 8} cents per square yard.
square .
Bleached, exceeding 8 square yards to the poimd vnimd =
over 11’ cents per square yard................ yds..| 1,456,995.10 293,800.00 | 35 per cent plus 2 cents per | 12 cents per square yard.
square yard.
Dyed, colored, , exceeding 8 square yarda to the 2.
pound, vﬂuodoverlzgmtsperaqumwd..uq yds..| 381,606.00 82,117,00 | 35 per e;n;dplus 2 cents per | 12 cents per square yard.
square G
Exceedtnglﬁuandnotaxmdingmothmdutothesqm =
I\ntbleached,dyed,etc valued over 10 cents per square
R s N L sq. yds.. 1,608.00 240.00 | 35 per e;ngdplus 2 cents per | 8} cents per square yard.
uare %
Bw, exegidmgi and not exceeding 6 square yards i
poun
Valued more than 7 cents per square +e+.8q. yds.. 5,060, 00 642.00 | 6 cents per square yard... cents per square yard.
‘Valued over 12 cents per square yard. . ...... 5q.yds..| 573,542.00 | 122,078.00 | 35 per ceniqp%us 2 cents per goentspersquam yard.
uare
Dyed, colored, etgheaxeeedlnx 4} and not exceeding & - i
qum yards poun
alued at more than 7 cents per square 8q. yds.. 54.00 7.00 %cﬁntsparsqum ard.. ... 8 cents per square yard.
Valned over 12§ cents per square yard...... ds 58,467.00 14,203, 00 cent plus ; ts 12 cents uare yard.
Exceeding 200 but notex wothmg“tf:rqduagmﬁzh_ i o ey e
Not bleached, dyed, ete. ned over 12} cents per square
NG e e T i ey e 5q. yds.. 151.00 40.00 40 pcr cent plus 2 cents per | 12 cents per square yard,
Bleached, valued over 15 cents per square yard..sq. yds. . 13, 082.00 3,270.00 4] per cenut_d plus 2 cents per | 13} cents per square yard.
Dyed, colored, ete., valued over 17} cents per square B Y
yar& .......................................... sq. yds.. 11, 818.00 3,372.02 | 40 per cent plus 2 cents per | 14} cents per square yard.
square yard.
Exceeding 300 threads to square inch— i :
Dyed, colored, ete., valued over 20 cents per square
TR M ety 5q. yds.. 1,196. 50 431.C0 | 40 per cent plus 2 cents per | 14} cents per square yerd.
uare :
Cotton cloth, mercerized or subjected to any similar process. ..... ey [ S e N:?:xtmr!uty ................... lcmnn}m square yard addi-
324 | Outside ents ha rubber as a component material....1bs.. 868, 42 2,677. 1
o g:n]l:;a rdo oo <y 00 | 15cents per pound and 50 percent| 50 per cent.
Valued not more than $1 per L R 2,4490,277.67 | 2,350,249.77 | 50cents per dozen and 15 percent ?ﬂcents per dozen and 15 per
Valued more than $1 and not more than $1.50 per dozen...... 1,155,693.75 | 1,600,634 75 | 60cents per dozen and 15 percent ssccntsper dozen and 15 per
‘Valoed more than $2 and not more than $2.50 per dozen....... 1,830,226.67 | 2,557,341, 40 | T0cents per dozen and 15 percent Q'Jcentts per dozen and 15 per
cen
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Mr. DANIEL. I wish also, sir, to put into the REcorp with
my remarks the statement of some articles upon which the duty
is abnormally high in the bill reported by the conferees on some
thirty-odd items that are contained in this list, winding up with
a great panjandorum with a little round button at the top of all
tariff taxes. It is tungsten with over 3,500 per cent. Never
before in the history of the world were such colossal tariff items
displayed. and I leave it without taxing your patience for any
exemplification or explanation of these or other articles. Study
the cotton tax—look at the increase of duties by * revision
upward,” and ask yourself why?

Mr. President, has it ever occurred to the mind of any Sen-
ator here how faithful, how affectionate, and how close in their
attachment the fragmentary committee of the Senate conferees
has been to the trusts? David and Jonathan were not so thick
as are these items in fidelity to the trusts.

In this tariff bill there have been inserted three great bills
which are in themselves great measures. The one is the estab-
lishment of the customs conrt; another is an internal-revenue
proposition that taxes tobacco 2 cents more per pound. It is
6 cents now. They have made it 8. A third is the exemption of
all the great trusts in the country from the corporation tax.

Briefly as to tobacco: The Senator from Indiana [Mr. BEVER-
mwee] made a great speech nominally against trusts. I say
“nominally ”’ meaningly. He then wound up by a second edition
of the bill which he denounced, which had poured the taxes into
their pockets; and just as soon as this bill is over, the tobacco
trust will rejoice that the Senator from Indiana made that kind
of an attack upon them. They will pray that he may attack
them again in that way; and if he keeps on attacking them in
that way they will get richer and richer with every attack.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit
me?

Mr. DANIEL. Certainly.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. Does the Senator see any similarity be-
itween the provisions concerning the tobacco tax as the bill

comes out of the conference committee and the measure which
I have the honor to present to the Senate?

Mr. DANIEL. I see none in the tax.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No; neither with reference to coupons
nor packages. I shall have something to say about that.

Mr. DANIEL. There is no change in the tax. I am speaking
only about the tax, and that tax strikes the independent to-
bacco manufacturers, the workingmen, and the farmers,

Mr. BEVERIDGE. No.

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator can not deny it.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. I do deny it.

Mr. DANIEL. And it does not strike the independent manu-
facturers?

Mr., BEVERIDGE. I preseuted the figures here concerning
it I do not want to enter into a discussion to-night, but——

Mr. DANIEL. If you do not want to, do not open it. You
took a day in which to discuss it, and I do not see why I can
;wt take a few minutes at this time, though I replied to your

ormer

Mr. B}-‘VERIDGE. If the Senator can see any similarity be-
tween that provision as reported by the committee of conference
and the measure that I reported, and even the one that was passed
by the Senate, I should like to have him point out what the
similarity is, because it is not there. It has been changed; and
I shall have occasion to say something about it.

Mr. DANIEL. They have not changed the tax. I am not
pointing out similarities in other things. I can not discuss both
at once.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. The tax as it passed the Senate, as dem-
onstrated by tables and figures, would come out of the pockets
of manufacturers exclusively, the principal and most execlusive
of which is the American Tobacco Company.

Mr. DANIEL. I am not talking about anything but the tax,
and I am not going to be diverted from one thing to another.
It was the Senator’'s measure.

Mr. BEVERIDGE. It was; I wish it was yet.
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Mr. DANIEL. I am talking about that tax. Please do not
divert me. I could say something about the other things, and
will if I see fit, but I am making my speech and not yours.

I repeat, Mr. President, at the instance of the Senator from
Indiana 2 cents per pound on tobacco has been placed upon the
American people who produce tobacco, with the exception that
there is an exemption of the farmer selling his own tobacco,
which, I hope, will prove to be as valuable as it is claimed to be.
But it has been explained here by the only witness who pur-
sued the effect of that tax, and it is the natural, the economic,
and inevitable effect of that tax, as Jacob Wertheim, esq., a
cigar manufacturer, told us, and as the history of such things
indicates, that it will come, in the first instance, out of the large
tobacco manufacturers; that it will be turned off by them in
their recoupments upon the employees, upon the employees of
other manufacturers, upon the independents, the workingmen,
and upon the farmers in the last account. That is the history
of such things. I have made the argument here fully. It is
not new. You can read it in my speech. I only wish to men-
tion it here as a reminder as to how faithful this body has been
to the trusts.

Now, Mr. President, take up the corporation tax. The Senate
corporation tax started out and did levy a tax of 2 per cent on
all the trading corporations of the country. I need not stop to
call the names of them. It was a high tax on net receipts. It
competed with a small tax, which I had the honor to offer, on
gross receipts above certain exemptions, which would have
probably raised more money on more people. I do not blame the
Republican party, or anybody else, for not accepting my proposi-
tion ; that was within their business; but it was an unequal tax
for the exercise of a business privilege, not upon any property
whatever, not upon any income whatever. Any corporation hav-
ing a net income as described in that measure had to pay the 2
per cent tax. When it came before the Senate it was amended;
I will not stop to read it. In effect it was so amended that a
corporation holding the bonds of another corporation which had
paid dividends on their bonds, should not be taxed. The color
of argument behind that was that it was double taxation.
There never was a greater fiction than that. Another fiction
was that it was on incomes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Will the Senator permit me right there?

Mr. DANIEL, I shall be very happy to do so, because I know
the Senator would only—— :

Mr. CRAWFORD. I have not the provision before me now.

Mr. DANIEL. I have it before me.

Mr. CRAWFORD. But as it comes from the conference com-
mittee, is not the provision simply that the amount of tax paid
by the subsidiary corporation shall be deducted? Does it under-
take in its present form to exempt the holding corporation from
paying the tax?

Mr, CLAPP. Will the Senator from Virginia allow me?

Mr. CRAWFORD. If the Senator will permit me—

Mr. CLAPP. Absolutely; mo, sir.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I so understood the language as reported
from the Finance Committee.

Mr, CLAPP. The Senator is mistaken.
tion was restored.

Mr. DANIEL. Let me go on, Mr. President. Corporation A,
engaged in railroading, will have to pay the now reduced 1 per
cent tax in a proper case. I ask the Senator from South Da-
kota to listen to me, 9 .

Mr. CRAWFORD. I am listening to the Senator.

AMr, DANIEL. Corporation B, engaged in any other business
except a few exempted eleemosynary institutions, will also have
to be taxed. What for? Not on any property whatsoever, but
for the privilege of exercising the vocation in which they are
engaged. A lawyer may have an excise tax to pay of such a
per cent on his earnings as a lawyer. That is not a tax on
the earnings, understand that; but it is a tax on the privilege
of practicing law, and the yardstick by which the tax for prac-
ticing law may be estimated may be according to the measure
of the earnings.

Now, here comes another corporation. It holds the bonds of
corporation A, which has paid its tax for the privilege of its
calling. It also owns the bonds of corporation B, which has
paid the tax for the exercise of its calling. What is the call-
ing of this third corporation? No matter what it is, it should
pay 2 per cent or 1 per cent, as the case may be, not on its
earnings, but for the privilege of exercising that third calling.

Confusion of mind, intentional misrepresentation, muddiness
of intellect, the desire to pervert are the only sources from which
man can derive the notion that it is any double tax or triple
tax or anything but a tax for the calling exercised by that
corporation which is taxed.

The original exemp-

‘What will be the effect of it? The effect will be that under
these provisions all the great so-called “ holding corporations ™ in
the country will not pay a single cent for the exercise of their
great calling, and will be entirely exempted from paying their
license tax for the reason that corporation A or corporation B
has paid its tax for privileges that apply only to them. A fash-
ion has gotten out of using a false nomenclature. The same
subtle system of misrepresentation that called the Wilson tariff
bill a free-trade bill ealls the corporation law an income tax,
when there is not a dime of taxation levied on any income or
levyable; the same misrepresentation that confuses the payment
of a tax by corporation A and corporation B for their particular
callings carries it over to the account and ecredits it on the
ﬁcctgunt of corporation €, which is the owner of the bonds of

oth.

Mr. President, unless I had a list of the long line of trusis,
holding companies, buyers, and purchasers of bonds in this
country I could not begin to give you an opinion as to the law;
but I have an apprehension about it. It is this: An excise tax
must be uniform geographically with respect to the classes upon
which it is levied. It is not unlikely, Mr. President, that it will
be found, or may be found, that amongst all the holding com-
panies of this country there are companies who are exercising a
variety of callings, and not one calling. It may be a bank; it
may be a railroad; it may be any other kind of a corporation
that is holding bonds; and all of those corporations are ex-
empted in this clause as to the net receipts, while other corpo-
rations of the same kind are not exempted in like manner. So
it may be that this corporation-tax measure will be set aside
as unconstitutional.

Whether that be so or not, no man can read that corporation
tax as it now stands without realizing when he gets through
that the architects thereof intended to make it as unpopular as
possible. It is full of dynamite and of gunpowder and of kero-
sene and of all ignitables, and it is surrounded with hay and
straw and shavings and other elements easy to ignite. No
man who had the idea to bring about the fruitfulness of.a gov-
ernment measure ever invented that bill.

Mryr. President, I am done. The curtain will soon fall over
this medley of vaudeville and tragedy. I shall not seek to con-
vince anybody. The didactic hours have all gone by. I shall
not seek to exhort anybody. The possible sinner or wanderer
from true constitutional principles has got incurable by this
time, or at least not reachable by either the arguments of
constitutional integrity or of any other kind.

I have always hoped that I might see a true Democratic party
in this country. That hope has not died out in my heart. I
have seen the Democratic party go a wandering time and again.
I have stayed with it nevertheless, though I generally stated
my views pretty plainly, as I always do when I feel it is my
duty to do so; but if a Democratic party were to arise in this
country, plain and simple, repeating only the bed-rock Demo-
cratic prineiples which it used to repeat, not running out to
get what it fancies is a popular schedule on some topic with a
local application, not going off into untried and very doubtful
suggestions, with a man to represent it who was a Democrat
in heart and would stand by those principles, it would be likely
to carry this country.

In casting your horoscopes, gentlemen, do not suppose that
you have carried this country, and do not be dead sure that you
will do so by this bill. The time may come—and I hope for the
good of my counfry that it may—when it may be said “ the
disinherited knight has returned from the Holy Land and
dares the proud Templar to the contest.” If he is the rightful
heir, he will win; if not, I can not answer. ¥

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 11 o’clock and 40 min-
utes p. m.)Tthe Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Thursday,
August 5, 1909, at 10 o'clock a. m. >

NOMINATIONS. «
Executive nominations received by the Senate August }, 1909.
COMMISSIONER OF IMMIGRATION.

Ellis De Bruler, of Washington, to be commissioner of immi-
gration at the port of Seattle, Wash., in the Department of Com-
merce and Labor.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.

Lieut. Harlan P. Perrill to be a lieutenant-commander in the
navy from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Lieut. Commander
George W. Logan, promoted.

Lieut. William H. Reynolds to be a lieutenant-commander in
the navy from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Lieut. Commander
Guy H. Burrage, promoted.
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Commander Edward E. Wright to be a captain in the navy
from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Capt. Edward ¥. Qual-
trough, retired.

Lieut. Commander Kenneth McAlpine, an additional number
in grade, to be a commander in the navy from the 24th day of
June, 1909, with Lieut. Commander Charles H. Hayes, promoted.

Lieut. Commander Mark L. Bristol to be a commander in the
navy from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Commander John M.
Orchard, promoted.

Lieut. Commander Henry F. Bryan to be a commander in the
navy from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Commander Ben W.
Hodges, promoted.

Lient. Commander Thomas Washington to be a commander in
the navy from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Commander Leo
D. Miner, retired.

Lieut. Commander Archibald H. Davis to be a commander in
the navy from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Commander
Harry George, retired.

Lieut. Commander Frank Marble to be a commander in the
navy from the 24th day of July, 1909, vice Commander William
8. Benson, promoted.

Lieut. Harry E. Yarnell to be a lientenant-commander in the
navy from the 1st day of July, 1909, vice Lieut. Commander
Edward T. Witherspoon, promoted.

Machinists Charles A. IRRowe and Ernest Evans to be chief
machinists in the navy from the 3d day of March, 1909, after
the completion of six years’ service, in accordance with the pro-
wvisions of an act of Congress approved on that date.

PoOSTMASTERS. :
ALABAMA.

Tlorence I. Dinwiddie to be postmaster at Bay Minette, Ala.,
in place of Ralph G. Green. Incumbent’s commission expired
January 19, 1909.

John W. Kitchens to be postmaster at Heflin, Ala. Office
became presidential January 1, 1908.

Charles M. Sartain to be postmaster at Oakman, Ala. Office
became presidential April 1, 1900,

COLORADO.

.Charles E. Baer to be postmaster at Steamboat Springs,
Colo,, in place of Benjamin F. Niesz. Incumbent’'s commission
expired November 19, 1907. :

James E. Simpson to be postmaster at Lafayette, Colo., in
place of Edgar E. Beckett. Incumbent's eommission expired
April 19, 1909.

ILLINOIS,

Isaac F. Landis to be postmaster at La Harpe, 111, in place of
William O. Butler. Incumbent's commission expired March 6,
1909.

MARYLAND.

Robert F. Duer to be postmaster at Princess Anne, Md., in
place of William F. Lankford, deceased.

Mifflin W, Thomas to be postmaster at Chestertown, Md., in
place of Mifflin W. Thomas. Incumbent’s commission expired
December 14, 1007.

OHIO.

William H. IRlay to be postmaster at Carrollton, Ohio, in place
of Willlam H. Ray. Incumbent’'s commission expired Febru-
ary 27, 1909.

OKLAHOMA.

Gavin D. Duncan to be postmaster at Boswell, Okla.

became presidential April 1, 1909.
SOUTH DAKOTA.

J. R. Johnston to be postmaster at Edgemont, 8. Dak., in
place of James M. Stewart, whose commission expired January
13, 1907, and J. R. Calder, appointed (recess) June 5, 1908.

Office

CONFIRMATIONS.

Ewxecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate August j, 1909,
CorrecToRs OF INTERNAL REVENUE.
Millard T. Hartson, to be collector of internal revenue for the
district of Washington, Washington.
Alfred N. Rodway, to be collector of internal revenue for the
eighteenth district of Ohio.
C'OMMISSIONER OF IMMIGRATION.
Ellis De Bruler, to be commissioner of immigration at Seattle,
Wash,
MINISTER.
Willinm F. Sands to be envoy extraordinary and minister
plenipotentiary to Guatemala.

SECRETARIES OF EMBASSIES.

MJames G. Bailey to be secretary of fhe embassy at Mexico,
exico.

Arthur Bailly-Blanchard to be secretary of the embassy at
Paris, France.

John H. Gregory, jr., to be second secretary of the embassy at
Constantinople, Turkey.

Hugh S. Gibson to be second secretary of the embassy at
London, England.

Irwin B, Laughlin to be second secretary of the embnssy at
Paris, France.

Balkam Schoyer to be second secretary of the embassy at Rio
de Janeiro, Brazil.

Charles 8. Wilson to be second secretary of the embassy at
Rome, Italy.

Charles Campbell, jr., to be third secretary of the embassy at
Tokyo, Japan.

G. Andrews Moriarty, jr., to be third secretary of the embassy
at Mexico, Mexico.

Frank D. Arnold to be secretary of the legation at Guatemala,
Guatemala.
B)?]ex.auder Benson to be secretary of the legation at La Paz,

olivia.

Philip Bayard to be secretary of the legation at Tangier,
Morocco.

Robert Woods Bliss to be secretary of the legation at Buenos
Aires, Argentine Republie,
= William P. Cresson to be secretary of the legation at Lima,

eru.

Francis Munroe Endicott to be secretary of the legation at
Santo Domingo, Dominican Republic.

Henry Coleman May to be secretary of the legation at Stock-
haolm, Sweden.

Alexander R. Magruder to be secretary of the legation to
Paraguay and Uruguay.

J. Butler Wright to be secretary of the legation at Teguci-
galpa, Honduras.

Sheldon Whitehouse to be secretary of the legation at Ca-
racas, Venezuela.

Robert M. Winthrop to be secretary of the legation to Greece
and Montenegro.

William K. Wallace to be secretary of the legation at Copen-
hagen, Denmark.

A. Campbell Turner to be secretary of the legation at Madrid,

Spain.

Seth Low Pilerrepont to be secretary of the legation at San-
tiago, Chile.

T. Grant Smith to be secretary of the legation at Brussels,
Belgium.

G. Cornell Tarler to be secretary of the legation and consul-
general at Bangkok, Siam.

Norval Richardson fto be second secretary of the legation at
Habana, Cuba.

PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY.
COMMANDER TO BE A CAPTAIN.
Edward B. Wright.
LIEUTENANT-COMMANDERS TO BE COMMANDERS.

Kenneth McAlpine,
Mark L. Bristol,
Henry ¥. Bryan,
Thomas Washington,
Archibald . Davis, and
Frank Marble.
LIEUTENANTS TO BE LIEUTENANT-COMMANDERS,
Harlan P. Perrill,
William H. Reynolds, and
Harry E. Yarnell.
MACHINISTS TO BE CHIEF MACHINISTS,
Charles A. Rowe, and
Ernest Evans.
POSTMASTERS.

ALABAMA.

Florence I. Dinwiddie, at Bay Minette, Ala.

Charles M. Sartain, at Oakman, Ala.

William 8. Smith, at Fort Deposit, Ala.
COLORADO,

Charles E. Baer, at Steamboat Springs, Colo.
James HE. Simpson, at Lafayette, Colo.

ILLINOIS.
Isaac F. Landis, at La Harpe, Il




4896

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

Avgusr 4,

MARYLAND.
Itobert F. Duer, at Princess Anne, Md.
Mifflin W. Thomas, at Chestertown, Md.
MICHIGAN.
Burton D. Cady, at Port Huron, Mich.
MISSISSIPPL,
H. W. Durrant, at Coffeeville, Miss.
NEW YORK.
Howard M. Brush, at Smithtown Branch, N. Y.
NORTH CAROLINA.
Saunders V., Hudson, at Apex, N. (.
James B. Winders, at Warsaw, N. C.
_ OHIO.
Adolphus Baker, at Amherst, Ohio.
Edward E. Peterson, at Willianmsburg, Ohio.
William H. Ray, at Carrollton, Ohio.
Charles A. Tracy, at Malta, Ohio.
Howard J. Warner, at Jefferson, Ohio.
OKLAHOMA.,
James W. Brady, at Haskell, Okla.
Gavin D. Duncan, at Boswell, Okla.
James L. Gray, at Tuttle, Okla.
James B. Miller, at Fort Gibson, Okla.
SOUTH DAKOTA.
Willinm A. Abbott, at Waubay, S. Dak.
Amos H. Davis, at Parkston, 8. Dak.
James P. Turner, at Faulkton, 8. Dak.
Herbert B. Tysell, at Britton, 8. Dak.
TEXAS.
Alexander McCullough, at Sourlake, Tex,
Luther B. Johnson, at Celina, Tex.
H. Schmidt, at Bremond, Tex.

IIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Webnespay, August 4, 1909.

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

Mr. WILSON of Illinois, from the Committee on Enrolled
Bills, reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled
bill of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same:

. It. 6277. An act to authorize the building of a dam across
the Savannah River at or near the mouth of Stevens Creek, be-
tween the counties of Edgefield, 8. C., and Columbia, Ga.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, its reading clerk,
announced that the Senate had agreed to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 9135) to
raise revenue for the Philippine Islands, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
amendments bills of the following titles, in which the concur-
rence of the House of Representatives was requested :

H. R.11572. An act to authorize the construction, mainte-
nance, and operation of various bridges across and over certain
navigable waters, and for other purposes; and

I1. R. 11579. An act to amend an act relative to the erection
of a lock and dam in aid of navigation in the Tennessee River.

The message also anngunced that the Senate had passed Sen-
ate joint resolution (8. J. . 16) authorizing the printing of
reports upon preliminary examinations and surveys, ete, in
which the concurrence of the House of Representatives was
requested.

ADDITIONAL TEMPORARY CLERKS, COMMITTEE ON ENROLLED BILLS.

Mr. WILSON of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the immediate consideration of the following resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution,

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 106.

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the
House compensation at the rate of $6 per diem for the services of four
additional elerks to the Committee on Enrolled Bills for two days.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
Chair hears none,
The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.

The

SUSPENSION OF CLAUSE 2, RULE XXIX.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
clause 2 of Rule XXIX, which requires the printing of a confer-
ence report in the Recorp before it can be considered in the
House, thereby sending it over for one day, be suspended for
the remainder of this special session.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent that the rule which requires the printing of con-
ference reports in the Recorp before they can be considered be
suspended for the remainder of this session. Is there objection?

Mr, MACON. I object to that, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentlemian will not
object. It will simply result in prolonging this session.

Mr, MACON. Why, Mr. Speaker, we can attend to these mat-
ters as we get fo them, Iet each report stand upon its own
merits.

Mr. PAYNE. Then, I suppose I shall have to offer a rule
and ask the Committee on Rules to bring it in, if the gentleman
wants to object.

Mr. HUGHES of West Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I hope that
the gentleman will withdraw his objection, and that he will see
that the business of this House ought not to be delayed to simply
humor some whim of the gentleman.
~ Mr. MACON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to say that my whim
and opinions are of as much importance as the gentleman’s ever
were in the world, and I do not appreciate the gratuitous sug-
gestion the gentleman has just made.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House take a
recess for thirty minutes.

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 7 minutes p. m.) the House
took a recess for thirty minutes.

AFTER RECESS,

The recess having expired, the House was called to order by
the Speaker at 12 o'clock and 37 minutes p. m.

Mr., DALZELL. Mr. Speaker,” I submit the following privi-
leged report (H. Rept. No. 23) from the Committee on Rules.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania submits
a privileged report from the Committee on Rules, which the
Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 107.

Resolved, That cla 2 XXIX y .
for the remainder cot “t?:nels sgefslgg.]e TR e iand kexthy & sispended

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, Rule XXIX is the rule which
provides that conference reports shall lie over for one day to be
printed in the Recorn. The rule also provides, however, that
this shall not be required during the last six days of a session,
and, as we all know, we are within the last six days of the ses-
sion. This resolution now presented is within both the letter
and the spirit of the rtle. There is no conference report to
which it can apply, I am advised, except the conference report
on the deficiency bill. If the gentleman from Missouri desires
any time now, I shall be glad to yield to him.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If any gentleman on this side
wants to discuss this rule, I will yield him time.

I will yield five minutes to the gentleman from Arkansas
[Mr. MacoN].

Mr. MACON. I simply want to ask the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] a question or two. Can the gen-
tleman tell me how many-conference reports there are ovt now
to be brought into the House?

Mr. DALZELL. One, as I understand it.

Mr. MACON. Then can the gentleman see any difference
between waiting until the report is made and then asking
unanimous consent to suspend the rules and the bringing in
of a special rule at this time for that purpose?

Mr. DALZELIL. I did not hear the gentleman.

My. MACON. I asked if the gentleman could see any differ-
ence between asking unanimous consent to suspend the rules
at the time this one report is presented to the House and the
bringing in of a special rule at this time for that purpose?

Mr. DALZELL. Unanimous consent was asked, and, very
much to the astonishment of everybody except one man, it was
refused. It becomes necessary, unless we are to be kept here
three or four days beyond the time we can adjourn, to have
this rule. How much time dces the gentleman want?

Mr. MACON. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK]

has yielded me five minutes,

Mr. Speaker, when the request was made by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Pay~NE] to the effect that Rule XXIX be
suspended, I could not see any reason why a general suspension
of the rule should be made when the same request could be
made for unanimous consent at the time of the bringing in
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